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A. PURPOSE & FCREAT CF HOUSING ELERENT 


The housing Element is written to give eae: residents and pol icy ewes 
an uncersténaing cf County population end housing trengs and community housine 
neeas. ost importantly it provides 4 blueerint for actich 1G meet iese 


state lew requires each city end county te prepere end adcpn aecenen 
Elen te guide the ceumunity's development. The Housing. Element als oOneaar aie 
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ee fine ee ts of the Housing Elemeae cic 
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Element shall identify edequaete sites fer housing, including mente 
NGUST MG, Téctory-buiier housind, and MCD I Le OIMnes ing oat veto 
adequate provision Tor the exisring, ana provecreg heeccs an va 
economic segments cf the community.” 

They County Ss first Housing Element wes edepteda in boy |oVGl 0 gine sem canG 
Housing Element wes approved in March 1980, 
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Sie. Ct, ae aver Gesa inci ustonery HOUSERG progres: ih The Paetlcn wl ie ever ms 
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Gevelopncnts, Dartially anmrouch the Use GF & trensfer of /citerGemie sGueian 
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in Flamece County, ena i151 million in Lov 
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Cn the other hang, meny-or the measures fdentitie¢ in the 1980 nausian 
elétentT heve act vex bécn implemented end some heve fallen fer snery ct Fneir 
coals. Aifordeble ncusing remains a2 dreem for most County resicenis. Tie 


Pentel tnformetien and Meaciationm Service closed its doors im 19ts, wnich 
increese¢ the burden on the County Cffice of Consumer Affairs. the emcunm ey 

7 given to developments with effercable housing is someTines 
tian Gesired by Ihe ceoveloper, enc Tha permiy process cCOonipmues Teice 
Slower eid mere complex tinah hcped Tor. he Inadedquacy cf public services mes 
leved market rete ena efforcable develcpnents al ike. 
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Pre ese Housing Elemeniseis =o revision of The 198C e¢ ch ete 
pedeciearicn oT the County to The coels oF housing SGro | Va. aotorcete ly, 
censerveticn end equc! cpportunity. This element incluccs: 


ie An updated enalysis cf population anc neusing 

vag New informetion required by state lcw, most spe 
area of enercy, land inventory, government cons’ 
eeaste! “Zone ncusi nc; 

as A revisicn cf a: objectives, policies, anc precrems 
retlect adopted County anc stave pclicy. 
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£. PUBLIC PARTICIPATICH! 


The 1964 Housing Element was epproved by the County Eoaere cf Supervisers 
Chevune >, 1904, This approval followed @ sublic .heering on Thar Gey enc on 
hay 22. The Planning Commission, reviewed the document at @ ey & public 
hearing and had previewed the document on April 11. The Housing Acviscry 
Commission discussed the draft element eat public meetings on April 4, 
April 25, and May 2. All of these meetings were ennounced tc the news media 
and the public ete ie were aavertised in Ce Snoilc The public was 

p tin 


Ct 
Ye 
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A pido effort was mede to include pubitte par 
preperation of the 198C Housing Element, upon which the cu 
based. a rousing Advisory Commission held nine puol i 
December end March 1960. In addition the Planning Gem: pS 
sessions end ihe public hearings in February and Merch 1 
meetings were advertised in the twe major County newspapers and appreximetely 
nvite ean 


ional flyers were distributed tc community o Zen los, aire 


| pt 4 _" Se aes Be td ‘ . 
Inis crafty cf the Kousing Element presupposes the finel 2G0rt bonncy ty rs 
clement anc the planned edeption process. This section will be rowritren 
ro reflect the precess actually taken when +i 


Tit SPCC ts Geran ire Pinadkty 


& 


11. POPULATICH CHARACTERISTICS 


A. TOTAL POPULATICK 


vetween 1960 end 1980, the populaticn of Santa Cruz County increased from 
janice. To 168,141 atoan annual growth rate of 4.19. Teble Aa prese 
hlStor te Santa Cruz County populetion totals. Curing this 
Se eee in the Stete of California increased from 15,710,06 0 
atceneannta I rare .ote2, | percent. 


TABLE | 1-A-1 
HISTORICAL POPULATION OF SANTA CRUZ CCUNTY AND CALIFORNIA 


160-170 170-160 166-166 
Annual nnual Annual 
Growth Crowth Growth 
1960 Rete 1°76 Rate 1°86 Rete 
Seimrea (pues 
County 84 219 B05 123.700 EPI Gy 1é6 ,141 ahi 
Catittorntie® 15,720,860 Ti eek 19 5957,304 heer VEER Ne Ther siey, ely 


SCURCE: U.S. Census 1960, 1970 and 1980 


The Prceporiion cm the population whieh resided nine Lum ict cave 
County. increasea shichtly win these two decades trom 51.4). 0Cr aie roma! 
POO Uilarl On. TO.50.9%., Mics increese, whler eccurred despre the cree: tonnes 
one new ‘ciay enG -ennexdad lons. ho, the cities, emphasizes sihe Increasing 
importance of the unincorporated County in meeting the housinc neecs cf The 
Conary. 


TFBLE | 1-A-2 
HISTORIC POPULATION OF SANTA CRUZ COUNTY AND CITIES 
1960 to 198C 


1960-1 960 


Annual 
Crowth 
1960 1970 198 Q Rete 
Capitola Pil Os 5,080 9,095 7 .8F: 
Santa Cruz City 25,996 525076 41 ,483 2 Ap | 
Scotts Valley N/AI 3,621 6,891 6.6/4 
Watsonville 135295 14,569 255042 26S 
Unincorporated 43 ,309 66 ,444 Ley ieee 4.6% 
County Total 84,219 1235790 188 ,144 4.1% 
Percent 
unincorporated Seas 55255 56.9% tated 


Source: U.S. Census 1960, 1970, 1980 


A report from the State Department of Finance showed thet the County's 
populaticn crew to an estimated 201,300 in July 1983. This indicates 4 2.1% 
annual increase over the previcus 39 months. This is a slightly ncre répiac 
increase than experienced in the state as a whcle which experienceac 
estimated 1.9% annual increase over the same period. This data shows 
shewine cf the County's population crowth, which coincides with tre 
implementation of the County's crowth manacement referendum, "leasure J" 


q 


a 


The influx of new residents has pléyed en important rcle in the teva! 
growth. Immicration accounted fcr epproximately 88% of the County's crewth 
from 1970 to 1980, but the proportion of crowth attributable to naturel 
increase (more births than deeéths) increased steadily from 3.22 in 1973 te 
Zisio IH 4900. 


i SP ie TERR RTT ; : 
_ »scorts Valley wes? incorporated’ In? 1966 
es 


“ Scotts Valley's annuél growth rate is based on the 1970-1980 period 


B. EX PLOYMENT 


The unemployment rate in Santa Cruz County hes traditionally been high 
compareac to both the state ana athe cn partie! ly Ggueé tC cependence upon the 
seasonal agriculture and tcurist incustries 


The type of employment held by Santa Cruz County residents has chanced 
Significantly in the 1960-1980 period reflecting an increasingly urban 
population. The industry showing the greatest increase in emp! cyment over 
this period is "professional and related services". This grouping includes 
health educational, legal, and engineering workers. The proporticn cf workers 
‘employed in this grouping increasec from 13.1% of all workers in 1960 to Z3.c% 
in 1980. This great increese, which was slichtly greater than the statewide 
increase at least partially reflects the coming of the University of 
California's Santa Cruz campus. Another significant industrial crouping 
increasing at @ rate greater than County employment in ceneral is 
"manufacturing of durable gcods", Growth in this erea is primarily caused by 
the growth cof computer related firms in the County and acjcining Senta Clara 
County. In 1960 only 8.7% of all County emplcyees were employed in 
manufecturing cf durable coods; by 1980 this preportion rose to 10.2%. In 
contrast the state proportion dropped from 16.2% to 14.1%. The drop in the 
statewide rate is due te the decline in heavy industrial employment, which was 
never a strong presence in Santa Cruz County. 


Although the number of agricultural employees increased slightly between 
1960 end 1€60 its proportion. cf teta) “employment dropped: tromi] )5e51o4.2.. 
This decline was substantially greater than the statewide decline from 4.7; Te 
zee Wed 
Heljpe 


Other important industrial employment groupings in Santa Cruz County 
iIncluceererail ‘trede,.seconstruction, manutectunine ich nchaureciic: wcogs 
(especially focd releted manufacturing), and finance/insurance/rea!l estate. 


Commuters traveling out of The County for employment accounted for e@ 
Sizable 224 of theaworktorce in 1980.. The job cestinaiicngot 7 Zenct ane se 
t n 


conmuters was Santa Clara County. fionterey County accounted fcr 14). cf the 
commuters and=the San Francisco=Caklang SiiSA accounted, foro... 

Table IIl-6-1 shows the mejor industrial employment Groups in the Counvy 
ena state for 1960 end.1.980. Table | l-G-2 cives more, detailed Infcrmetion 
for att incustriél croups for these same yeers. Table I!-E-5 shows the crowth 
ofrenplcyment im senta Cruz County. Unlike the first two tables this last 
Tape 'e based cn employment within Santa Cruz County, as opposec Te 
employment of County residents, recarcless of place of employme ent. 


TABLE | 1-6-1 
INDUSTRIAL GROUPINGS WITH 5% OR MCRE 
OF THE TOTAL WORKFORCE BY SIZE: 
SANTA CRUZ COUNTY AND CALIFORNIA/1960 & 1986 


ee re eae eee eee rar ee we eS ee ea 


“Soe 1 ee ee ec 


SANTA CRUZ CALIFORNIA 

1, Retail Trade (18.3%) 1. Manufacturing/Durable Goods (16.21) 
2. Prcefessionel Releted Services 2. Retail’ Trade (15.2%) 

KI1S— AS) 3% Professional & Related Services 
Seeeeroricitture, Forestry, & (12.79) 

& Fisheries (11.5%) 4. Manufacturing/Noncurable Goods 
4,  fhianutecturing/Nondurable Goods (8.45) 

(10.19) Ds Construction (6.4%) 
S85 Manufacturing/Durable Goods 6. Public Administration (6.3%) 

(S/o) fe Finance Insurence & Real Estate 
ie © econsieuer lon. (7.98) (5.15) 


SANTA CRUZ CALIFCRNIA 
ts Professicnal & Relatea Services Ls Professional & Reletec Services 
25-85) (26.03) 
we Retail Trade (19.4%) eam Reteil Trade (16.5%) 
3. Manufacturing/Durable Goods 3.  Wanufecturinc/Dureble Goods 
(10.2%) (14.19) 
4. Construction (733) 4. Finence, Insurance, & Real Estate 
5. Maenufacturine/Ncndurable Goods CPe18) 
(6.1%) 5. manufacturing/Noncurable Cocds 
oe Finance, Insurance, & Real (Os.2 0) 


ESstatento, 1% .. Construct Prone (075) 
Eusiness & Repair Services (5.45) 


: Publ fc Admini stratten (521%) 


ono 


Source: U.S. Census 1960 and 1980 


TABLE II-B-2 
TOTAL EMPLOYMENT BY LNDUSTRIAL GROUPING 
SANTA CRUZ COUNTY AND CALIFORNIA 1960 and 1980 


SANTA CRUZ COUNTY CALIFORNIA 
1960 1980 1960 1980 

Agriculture, Forestry & Fisheries 3, 085/11. a7 35159 “4527 267,816/ 4.72 328,884/ 3.1% 
Mining 13a (E0257 159) 0227 253913) G2 Oe 42,404/ 4.02 
Construction 25132 |, 7297 5029 /) ie 3Z 361,691/ 6.42 6013822) S277 
Manufacturing 

Non Durable Goods Dg OIE NG ea rs 4 ONO /1 Oe le 475,909/ 8.42 65750097 G5 27 

Durable Goods 2.3407. 8.7% TPO 1022 9155201 /16.27 155025149) 142 14 
Transportation 922/ 3.47% DRO NEG I SEY: 2225903) oouon 4565376/ 4.32 
Communications and other 

public utilities 855/93 .32 1957) Ze62 170389U/F3.02 301,486/ 2.8% 
Wholesale Trade 807793 .02 23550/ 3242 218,92972 3.92 463,561/ 4.4% 
Retail Trade 4,929/18.32 149759/19.42 8625801715. 27 17 565070) koro, 
Finance, Insurance & Real Estate 1, 192/24 47 Gots) ~6. 1% 291 .349/2 5.17 759;626/ 7412 
Business & Repair Services 788/ 2.92 3,524) 4.67% 19832447) 3.52 574,470/ Se4z 
Private Households TUE TZ 674/ 0.9% 14458470 2..5% 83,386/ 0.8% 
Other Personal Services L217 984 5% Ws685/ 2.5% 18213270) 3.22 264,850/ 2257 
Entertainment & Recreational Services 294] 1212 T1408 /-12 97 SISS64y~ i472 1763336/—127% 
Professional & Related Services 3552871317 1851 25/ 23.87 TAS WOT 2 eeZ 2 gl2/s004)/ 20.07 
Public Administration P5192) 4.47, 3133) 4.0% 354,008/ 6.32 54356927 S-iz 

TOTAL REPORTED 26,882/100.02% 76,059/100.0% 5 ,663,558/100.0% 10,640,405/100.0% 


SOURCE: U.S. Census 1960, 1980 


OT 


TABLE II-B-3 a 
WAGE AND SALARY EMPLOYMENT 
WITHIN SANTA CRUZ COUNTY 
1972-1982 
ANNUAL AVERAGES 


EO72 1974 1976 1978 1980 1982 


ee ee ee eee eee eee eee 


Tetal, all tndustriess. «1.9%. Soe cea ve ee PO 45,850 51,000 60,050 54,000 64,700 
Agricultural wage & alae ee ath: 2IeagoaG 4,300 4,925 5,800 $3725 5,700 
Nonagricultural wage & salary ... . 36,700 41,550 46,075 54,250 58,275 58,900 

RATES a. cabal eer Cees pty aoe en cee ons ip 75 75 75 75 100 
Construction 25. Ss, oer 2,000 1,800 1,800 25.550 25599 1,900 
Mantraeuur ine. 6, “9%: @ te Ge emO pO Ras CTT Es 95425 95625 10,600 
Duratec eOOdS. 6) ons s ste Gb wow SAU 2,700 2,850 3,300 35023 5,000 
Nondurable goods. . 2s 402%. 45250 [si SAS) LOW) @ giles 5,900 5,500 

POOG ee etic tts oie sete eo eee 33300 35019 4,500 4,300 4,000 

Other nondurables.. 230. < .. Bj025 LL¥5 15.350 Ws Seas) bee ae) 1,500 
Transpottation & public utilities: =~. #625 1,850 Pe Sso 1,850 ZOO 1,800 
Pirotesatestrade 4.665. se he Gein ene ela eS 15325 T5390 1,475 15900 908 
RewatLoCradelua s,s cs: cre: mete gee = Os 00U 7,000 105925 135250 14,000 13,900 
Finance, insurance & real estate... 1,300 jf 0) L879 Poe 2,500 25900 
eer iecet. Reee. hones sei ah areas eae Ae® UeMenrenld 8,500 9,400 1iz3tS 12,650 12,900 
Cevernnent’ | (gos a te Ee ate 8 200 WoT ES) 11,000 113925 12,900 13,400 
jE ee Ne ee een ee Oe) eat ae re ee ee er 325 400 on 350 500 500 
Seger sire ieee ieo ies 0 wee. acd eee ts) aD 425 475 525 600 600 600 
Local & Shame ML er tn ogi ee Ow 9,100 10,100 107975 11,800 12,300 


nn 


NOTE: Parts may not add to totals due to independent rounding. 
SOURCE: State Employment Development Department :(EDD), Annual Planning Information: Santa Cruz SMSA 1983-1984 


a) 


4H) 


(Cas 


FOOTROTES FOR TABLE | I-B=3 


Wace and salary employment is reported by place cf work rather than 
place of residence, It does not include self-emplcyed persons, vclunteer 
' Ons 


involved in labor-management trade disputes. 


Does not include farmers and unpaic family workers. The definition of 
agricultural services has been changed to exclude veterinary services 
other animal services, and landscaping and horticultural services (S| 
074, 075, 078). These ere now included in Services. 


Construction employment incluces employees of construction contractors 
and cperative builders. Does not include fcorce-account cr ccvernnment 
construction workers. 


Services emplcyment includes veterinary services, other animal services, 
amd landseaping end horticwmitural services WS1C C745 0755 Gy 
Previously these had been included in acriculturel emplcyment, 


Government employment includes all civilian employees of federal, stéTe, 
and local covernment, recardless of the activity in which the employee is 
SNC 


Local Government includes emplcyees cf counties, cities, end sp 
districts. Education includes employees of public schocls at both svTere 
end Iccal levels. 


0 
re) 
ay 


ann 


Rounding is to the nearest hundred in 1982. 


C. AGE DISTRIBUTICH 


Great changes occurred in the ace distribution of Santa Cruz County 
residents between 1960 end 1980. The median age in The County cropped trem 
38.6 years to 30.6 years while the statewide median age remained consveni a 


30.0 years. The preportion at the population which ts 65 years or cl der 
dropped from 19.1% to 13.2% while the statewide proportion rese Then OsC; re 
10.1%. The proportion of young adults aged 25-54 rose in the County from 9./, 
+o 20.85 while the statewide proportion rose less slowly from 13.6% tc 18.0 


‘ 


Jie 


APECE Gl-C-1 
PERCENT OF POPULATICN BY AGE GROUPINGS, 
SANTA CRUZ COUNTY AND CALIFCRNIA 
1960 TO 1980 


1260 197 1980 

0-14 Zone 50°. 3% 235..9% oT Te 19355 oh 
15-24 10743 ees 12.58 17283 18.5% 18.95 
25-54 9.7% 13.16% 10.9% 134g 208s 16403 
35-44 beets 14.5% 10.1% Tt <S5 (ks Peo, 
45-54 11.9% (eee: 10.8% 11565) Owoi 9.9% 
55-64 Meter: 8 25 (042% § .6% 8.6% One 

65+ 19.1% 6 .8% 16.6% 9.1% (B05 1) hs 
Mecian Ace 33.6 50°50 Oot Zoel 30.6 Boas 


SGUrCe tm Usos census 1060). 1970.) 1 See 


Although some Santa Cruz County éce 
cf the tctal population in 1980 than they 
Growin ine the County “insured: that each ace wcrauping cen 
populetion. The emount of cain variec from en increase cf 383.7% Ff 
24 eGe grouping to an increase “of enly 54.8); for the 65 end cver ‘croup nc. 


cupincs had 4 smal 


cporrion 
Gia 1 SOCe The over. 


G te 
ci | population 
' : 


Theslaerge increase-in young adults: in the populatton indicates ii]es = 
large number of households have newly come into the housing merket over + 
Time. pertod, 


AGES 1960 
0-14 21,675 
15-24 8,725 
25-34 8,081 
35-44 9,950 
45-54 9,998 
55-64 9,705 
65+ 16,085 


Source: U.S. Census 1960, 1970, 1980 


TABLE 1 1-C-2 


AGE GROUPS IN SANTA CRUZ COUNTY, 


1960 to 1980 


1970 


29,566 
21,642 
13,513 
12,458 
13,355 
12,656 
20 ,600 


PERCENT INCREASE 
1960-1980 


69.1% 
298 .5% 
383.7% 
109.9% 

55.8% 

67.7% 

54.8% 


AGE GROUPS IN SANTA CRUZ COUNTY, BY JURISDICTION 


Capitola beSi3 
Santa Cruz 63215 
Scotts: Valleys «1,285 


Watsonville 55 106 


Unincor= 
porated LL,019 
County 36 ,656 


lige ZO 
10,080 
ee 


4,197 


17 ,506 


34,768 


Source: U.S. Census 1980 


2,074 
9,208 
1,163 


3,732 


225909 


TABLE | 1I-C-3 
1980 
Age_Groups 
789 660 
Siege Nl 2,022 
872 569 
Up eke pena i eto tS i 
1D 4099) 9,004 
207,666" 15,575 


39 ,086 


854 
3,560 
653 


2,245 


9,160 


165272 


Total 
+P i 


146791) 992095 
5,926 41,483 
1,090 TPP -6reci 


S521 23 ,543 


12,562) RUF ie 


24,898 188,141 


D. NOBILITY 


Population mobility is measured by determining the percentage cof pecpl 
who have moved within a specific period cf time. This characteristic i 
important to understand the local housing market as it indicates the extent c 
housing opportunity. A frequent reedjustment in housing insures a clcser 
match between ability to pey and housing prices. The impact of increasec 
costs, through revised rents, are quickly felt in the rental housing market. 
Similarly, for ownership housing, frequent turnover contributes directly 
higher costs as each new owner attempts to include the financing and 
transactions costs in the price of the unit, and the effects cf increasec Tax 
assessments are felt. 


According to the 1980 Census, over 42% of the populaticn in the County 
resided in the same house between 1975 and 1979. Of these whe moved, 56). 
moved te their current residence from outside the County. The 1976 Special 
Census indicated that the largest source of these immigrants is adjcining 
Santa Clara County. While mobility is generally hicher in the County then if 
is in the state this disparity is due to the County's hich rate cof rental 
housing mobility. With @e relatively decreasing student population, slcwer 
growth rates, reduced construction cf apartments, low vacancy rates, hich 
financing rates, and the impacts of Proposition 13 future mobility rates are 
expected To decline. 


TABLE 1|1-D-1 
HOUSEHOLD HOBILITY 
SANTA CRUZ COUNTY AND CALIFCRNIA 


1980 

Yeer santa Cruz County Celiferniéa 
Household Cwner Rental Cwner Renta | 
loved Into Cccupied Cccupied Total Cccupied Cccupied Tete 

Unit Units Units Units OniTs 
1979 = 
Merch! 980 13.01% 49.6% Bo eee 14532 44h 2o..05 
1975-1978 27.66% 55 0% Se 4 PS Sy 59.4 Bary oy 
1970-1974 - 18.7% 8.9% 13.6% 8.95 Lids eis 
1960-1 969 20.45 Sle Vora Zeer Bet Si Vans 
1959 or 
earlier 20.1% 1.55 10.4% 16.5% Zo2R 10:13 


SOURCE : U.S. Census, 1980 
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The median family income in Santa Cruz County rose between 1960 end 1980 
TO a pcint where it approximated the statewide average. in 1960 the County 
medien family income of $5,325 was 21% below the state medicn inceme of 
%6,726. By 1980 the County median family income of $21,073 trailed the state 
median of $21,537 by a mere 2%. This 1960 County ficure, however, continued 
to lag 8% below the $26,659 median income in adjcining Santa Clara County. 
This significant difference indicates that County workers are often 
disadvaritaged in seeking housing in competition with higher paid commuters 
from (santa | Clere County. 


TECES |i =E=1 
BEDIAN FARILY INCORES, 
SANTA CRUZ COUNTY, SANTA CLARA COUNTY AND CALIFCRNIA 
1960 to 1980 


SANTA CRUZ COUNTY SANTA CLARA COUNTY CALIFORNIA 
1960 $ 5,325 panna $ 6,726 
1970 9,078 12,456 10,729 
1980 21,073 26,659 21,537 


Source: U.S. Census 1960, 1970, 1980 


Data on medien unreleted individual income in¢icatss thar pecplo nei. 
ef families continued to lag sicnificant|!y behind istatewice everages. 7 
medién income from this group wes 22% below the statewide ficure in 19€ 
25.2% of these individuels were living on Income below the poverty |éeve 
1980 compared with 19.7% statewide. The fact thet cnly 16.42 cf 5s 
unrelated individuels aged 65 and above are below the poverty lev i 
ited 2. Verse proportion of these people ere siudents Of O1nSse jinn 
young people. | 


mete 

ran) 

O 

> 1 
O 

Sie aaa 


TASLE W-E-2 
MEDIAN UNRELATED INDIVIDUAL INCOMES 
SANTA CRUZ COUNTY AND CALIFORNIA, 
1960 to 1980 


SANTA: CEUZ COUNTY CALTECRR TA 
1°60 $1,594 Vagal 
0 EE Ale Noel 
1980 36,205 TEASE 


Source: U.S. Census, 1560, 1°70, 1960 


Mest housing programs define lewer income households as those with 
incomes below B05 ue the area median. The Association of Mionterey Bey Aree 
Governments (AMBAG) has estimated that 44.3% of the County's hcuseholds heve 
incomes below this level. The proporticn of lower-income househclcs varices 
significantly among the political jurisdictions in the County as shown on 


Table II-E=-3. 


TABLE 11-E=3 
PRCPCRTIGN OF HCUSEHCLDS WITH INCOMES 
BELOW 80% OF THE COUNTY MEDIA 
1980 


PERCENTAGE BELOW 80% CF 


RISD ICTION COUNTY MEDIAN LNCCHE 

Cepitola BAS 

Senta Cruz City Slike 

Watsonville eg hae? 

Scotts Velley BOL 

Unincorporated 39550 

County Tctal 44 
SOURCE: U.S. Census, 1960 
The proportion of femilies and individuals belcw the poverty line in 1960 
varieaqwidely between the cities and places in the County es-shown cn Teble 


[T=E=4. 
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TABLED |=E=4 
FAMILIES & POPULATION BELOW THE POVERTY LINE, SANTA CRUZ COUNTY, 1980 


Families Pepul ation 
Belcw The Eelcw The 
Poverty Line Poverty Eine 
(5 of Total (% of Total) 


Citi¢e Families) Population 


Capitola 269 (11.9%) Pps eGy ers) 
Santa Cruz 006 (10.1%) 63505. mflbe2®) 
Scotts Vel ley Gf GE.Az) 477 46,98) 
Watsonville 57a a (95 6%) 5 028i GiZw oR 


ADTOS 125 (6575) 729 «4(10.4%) 
Een Lomond oT PRS) 602 (Biss) 
Boulder Creek 115 (793%) God OE iieore) 
Felton 76 (O% 52) 395 (BSG 2) 
Freecon NOD (O26) TST- AZSS3) 
Le Selva Beach 20 (4.65) 132 (Se) 
Live Cek 505 «Gh .0e) Petes CeSeOe) 
Opal Citiats 108 (9.45) Fis em Goyal 
Ric Del Mar PPT (6425) 6C1 (SEo 
Soguel Se (5.63) 525 eye) 
Twin Lakes Vibe Cio (51. Soe) 


ea 


3.640 © (8.3 OO ee Gi 


‘Choe Eva 


SGURCz: U.S. Census 1°60 
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F. HOUSEHCLD SIZE 

A househcld is cenerelly defined as those pecple cccupying & separate 
heusine unit, whether a house, apartment, or boarding nouse. These Sgt 
in rest homes, jails, and cormitories are tabulated uncer croup quarters. ihe 
number of hcuseholds determines the number of hcusing units required. 
However, the size and rate cf formation cf househclds also determines the size 
and type of housing needed. For example, oie }!-F-1 indicates @ cremeric 
increase in group quarters population from 1960 to 1970, due te rhe 
construction cf rest homes, convalescent hospitals and University cf 
California dormitories, and a steady decrease in household size. This tieans 
that, fn terms of houstng units required, two opposite trends ere eT work. 
Those residing in group quarters reduce the need for the smail less ex 
units; on the other hand, smeller households particularly between 24 
years of age, means that more new houses ere needed to house fewer pecpl 
financial institutions relax lending criteria fer female headed househcld 


uniwaarried househclds, more smaller households move inte the housing market. 


1 

pensive 
a 

NG 24 


a 
Ce 
is 


TABLE |1-F-1 
HCUSEHCLDS, GRCUP QUARTER POPULATICN, & “EAR 
RCUSEHCLD SIZE, 1960 TO 1980 


County Meen State Kean 
Group Quarters Househcl ¢ Housencl c 
Population Households Population Size ee 
1960 64,219 S) Okasy i 1245 Zeal ey ne 
127,0 125 ,788 oe 4056 2718 ESS 
1960 188,141 TV, 193 5950 Zpoo ZO 
SCURGE: U.S. Census 1960, 1970, 1980 
As Table [l=r-1 indicates, household size within the Geunty has been 
declining since 1960 as it has statewide. There are many factors responsible 
for this agecrease: later marrying age, fewer persons marrying, increesed 
divorce retes, fewer and later children, an increased |ife expectancy 
resulting in a higher percentage of elderly, and the increesed preporticn cf 
young adults in the population. The coraposition cf househclds in the County 


reflects this trend. Only twenty-nine percent of County households are the 
sterectypic nucleer family, with a married couple and one cr more children. 


Recent estimates from the state Depertment of Finance indicate that we 
may now be seeing a reversal of the trend toward smaller househclds. Some 
observers feel that the trend 1s now for larcer households due te recently 
declining divorce rates and the high cost of housing. These trends wil! 
continue to be followed by staff. 


TABLE 


HCUSERCLD TYPES, SANTA CRUZ COUNTY 19&0 


With 
Children 
Under 18 
One person househcold N/A 
Marrfted couple femily 15030 
Other family 9,299 
Two or more person N/A 
non=feamily househcld 
TOTAL M/A 
SOURCE: U.S. Census 1980 
TABLE 


HOUSEHOLD SIZE, 


UNINCCRPORATEG SANTA CRUZ 


| |-F-2 
Without 
Chil dren 
| Inder 1 g 
N/A 
207,015 
3,219 
N/A 
M/A 
| |-F=3 


Total Cccupied 
at 
Cocupied riousing Units 40,105 
One person per unit Sy goT 
Two persons per unit 1422 
Three persons per unit 6,202 
Four persons per unit Dios 
Five persons per unit Leg DO 
Sin Cr hore ipersons per unit eal! 
Ixean Persons Per Unit ZeOg 
1.00 persons per roan or less SS,016 
1.01 tc 1.50 persons per room bs 183 
1.50 or more persons per room S02 
Medien persons per unit Ey ae) 


Persons iin © 


SOURCE : U. 


ccupied housing units 


S. Census 1960 


Percent 
Cf All 
Lota | House iS 
13,174 Ze Oe 
57),008 aT Pe 
S516 ii ee 
Lj5eoe? Led 
varew is! 100.0% 


COUNTY, 1960 


Renter Cccupiec 
Pat ae 


1 Y c 


Nh) U1 WW 
Oo) © 


G. ETHNIC COBPOSITICN 


Santa Cruz County has é larger proportion of its population (S0.6%) 
classified as white than the state es a whcle. The one sicnificant mincrity 
group in the County are Spanish origin indivicuels who comprise 14.7; of The 
total population. Spanish origin households primarily live in the City cf 
Watsonville and the unincorporated areas surrounding the City which are 
acriculturally oriented. The unincorporated County as compared with the 
County as a whole is 85.3% white and 10.9% Spenish origin. 

Asians account fer 3.19 of the entire County population while Blacks ena 
others account for 0.7% and 0.8% of the population, respectively. 


Table !l-C-1 shows the percent of the populaticn which is white and 
Spanish surname in the County and the state from 1960 tec 1960. 


Additicnal infermation on racial end ethnic minorities is included in 
Secticn IV-J of this Housing Element. 


TABLE 1I-G-1 
POPULATICN BY RACE AND ETHNIC GRIGIN 
SANTA CRUZ COUNTY AND CALIFORNIA 


1980 

Racial or santa Cruz County x 

Ethnic Group Number Perent Number Percent 
White 164,709 7 5S 18,050,895 i a 
Black 1,461 0.8% 1,819,281 Weeth 
American Indian, 

Eskime and Aleut ere ke: 0.8% 201 ,369 ES) 
Asian end Pacific 

Islander 4,983 2.65 WIZE 2arG sey 
CvTher pene t/a) 8.2% 2 362,041 16 6% 
Total 188 ,648 100.0%: 25 5667 5902 100.0 
Spanish Oricin! 21,040 4.7% 4 544 351 19525 


SOURCE : U.S. Census, 1980 


eee nes 
Spanish Origin can be cf any rece or ethnic group 
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Jil, HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS 


A. RURBER OF HOUSING UNITS 


The tetal number of housing units increased from 40,939 in 1960 to 51,215 
in 1970 and 79,506 in 1980. The relatively low increase in the decade from 
1960 to 1970 is due to 4 greater utilizetion of the existing housing stock. 
The more rapid increase in housing units between 1970 and 1980 slichtly 
exceeds the population increase recorced over the same period. This is an 
indication of the rapidly increasing young adult population in the County, the 
decline in the size of households, and the increésina affluence of the 
population. These factors lead to a higher consumption rate of housing. 


Table IIl-A-1 shows the number of year around housing units in the County 
and each of the cities within the County between 1960 and 1980. 


TABLE I11-A-1 
YEAR RCUND HCUSING UNITS BY JURISDICTICN 
1960 to 1980 


1960! 1970 1980 
Capitola 1,354 PESG 4,794 
Sante Cruz City 12,041 13,449 17,769 
Scotts Valley N/AZ 1,304 LTS 
Watsonville 4,926 5,209 8,651 
Unincorporated 22,018 Zar on 45 ,541 
County Tctal 40 ,93¢ CR erp ale 79 , 506 
SOURCE: U.S. Census, 1960, 1S70, 1980 


aes eed Oe. ; ; : ; - : ; 
Ticedenhary Tor 1060 «isateral Is housine units; ineludine those vy.) cher eter 

seascnal cr migratory use. 

Scotts Valley was incorporated in 1966 


@ 
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B. HCUSING TYPE 


The housing stock of the county is varied in type and age, ar 
small single=-wall summer cabins in The rurel areas § ay Circa suburban 
subdivision 3 bedroom/2 bath detached homes, luxurious second-home 
condominiums overlcoking Monterey Bay, and motels converted to long Term 
occupancy curing the winter months. Table III-B-1 provides a capil ticel 
description of the current housing stock es well as the changing percentéce of 
each type of housing since 1960. 


TABLE 11 1-8-1 
HCUSING UNITS BY TYPE 
SANTA CRUZ COUNTY 
1960 to 1980 


1260 1970 S80 
Housing Housing | Housing Housing 
Type Units Leo Units ) Units (Sy 
Single SD gy oO (87552 58 ,895 C7 559%) 54,451 Cone. 
Family 
Duplex/ god (59h) 4,805 (S.4%) iGo (S65) 
Fourplex 
(2-4) 
Apartment Zyekl (5.4%) 4,311 (8.45, ) 11,928 eh Gee 
Cor) 
Mobilehcmes/ | | 
iiscel laneous 861 C215) D208 sey) D958 (FG) 
TOTAL 40,9359 (100°) os yal (100%) Bo poke (100%) 


SOURCE: U.S. Census 1960, 1970, 1980 


santa Cruz County is continuing to become mcre urban. As this continues the 
housing steck moves into a mature phase in which multiple units increase 
relative To single-family dwellings. This process is underway in the County 
élthough the sensivity tc interest rates cf multi-family unit construction 
yields @ large annual fluctuation in the construction of multi-family units. 
The proportion cf single family dwellings have decreased from 87.55 in 1960 to 
ape in 1980. This trend has occurred in the urban areas in the state es ] 

ole where single-family dwellings were 72% of the housing units in 1960 and 
ae in 1980. Conversely, the percentage of multiple units in the County 
increased from 10.6% in 1960 to 24.6% in 1980. 


Ze 


Avsecond notabil ectrend jis the increase in the number cf mobd le homes 


Ssruces.f60 241i cr Thehousing stock was nobllehomes. im W600; 16.5.1 mone oy 


end 7.0% in 1980. In contrast only 3.6% of housing units statewide are mebile 
nonves.. As mobile > homes have been primarily limited +o mobile home parks, ae 


reduction in supply cof larger vecant sites hes sicwed this trend; since 1976 
no new mobile home parks have been eppreved in the unincorporated County. 
Mobile homes-are,, for the most-partj Wocated in the cities of Scotts Velie, 
end Capitola and the unincerporated areas cf Live Oak and Scquel. 


The unincorporated Ccunty contains a significantly hicher p 
single family homes compared to the County as 4 whole. This j 
heed ther the joni ncorponated County contains many-rurel\ endasu 
The proportion of the tctal housing units which are mobile h 
Uni ncor porated County is just slightly hichehethen: in the: Countess <2 te 


TABLE J11-B-2 
HCUSING UNITS BY TYPE 
UNINCORPORATED SANTA CRUZ COUNTY 


1980 
% of Units 
# of Units Renter 
Housing Type ~ of Units Te) ya Occupied Qccupiec 
mingle remily 
Detached B55 Ul (72.05) 29,443 6.7.90 
Single Family 
ATteched oor (207 ey Ree Pod 
Duplex 1,664 Seley) 1,534 iPr Oee 
Triplex end 
rourplex 1,654 (3.00% 1,466 1,1 92 
Aperimenr 
(5 or more units) 4,438 (S.59) oR 2,504 
Lobile Heme BRIS) (ii) 2,994 ASS 
FOTAL 43,505 (100.0%) AO, 10S 15,244 


SOURCE: URSA Celnstis i csi0) 


The 1976 special census Conducted in Santa Cruz County by the state 


Department of Finance listed housing units by number cf becrochs ana 
bethmocns. ins unrormation, which fs included on Table Il l-E-Z; shove thar 
boeep wor the Neusing Units in the unincorporated County heve 2 cr Teer 
Dog comorcand.ane clessifiedses Smaller units; three bedroom units (S1.is), 


i) 
ul 


four bedrcom units (7.4%), and five or more bedroom units (1.6%) comprise the 
balance of the housing stock. The most common unit is the two becroom one 
bath unit, follcwed by the three bedroom two bath unit. 


TABLE I11-B-3 
HOUSING UNIT SIZE AND DESCRIPTION 
UNINCCRPORATED CCUNTY, 1976 


Number of Bedrooms Percentece of Total 
1 bedroom/studic, no bathroom 23s 
1 bedrcoom/studio, 1 bathroom (oer 
2 bedrooms, 1 bathroom 29.85 
2 beadrcoms, Z bathrooms eae 
3 becroems, 1 bathrocm S299 
3 bedroems, Z bathrooms 22.6% 
4 bedrooms, 1 bathroom eee? 
4 bedrecems, 2 bathrooms Soe 
5 or more bearcoms 1.65 


SOURCE: State Department of Finance, 1976 Special Census 


C. HCUSING TENURE 


Tenure refers to the status of @ house as ther owner-occupied or 
renter-cccupied. A house can be considered Sacre even if  mortcadce 
peyments are still being made; it can be considered renter-cccupied even if ne 

ash rent is paid. Ownership status has cften been essociated with security 
Eng permanency but the ideal balance between homeownership ana renver 
occupancy is not known. 


The percent of Santa Cruz County housing which is owner-cccupiea has 
Gecreased from 62.2% to: 59859 from 1660 +o 1S80. This decrease reflects = 
Genera! statewide tre ne endeninker shiherinerpedase ain mad Fir eniehy 4c ne ae 
construction and the increésing urbanization cf both the County and stave. 
The unincorporéted County has a higher homership rate than the County 
whele reflecting both its relative affluence end predominance cf sincle 

ellings. This data is shown in Table !1l-C-1. 


TABLE 111-C-1 
PROPORTION OF OCCUPIED HKCUSING UNITS WHICH ARE 
OWNER-OCCUPIED, SANTA CRUZ CCUNTY AND CALIFCRNIA, 1960-1980 


196 O70 °¢0 

Capitola CSad 6 Demes MSG 
Senter Cruz City 64.03 5S) .o8 4149s 
Scotts Valley N/A! 7455 74.4 
Watsonville 50) os 5065 5Oi.0 
Unincorporated 45655 69.40 Oi wo 
County Total 66.5% Getz Di Seon 
California XS Gas BD Ol: Diy Se 


SGURCE : U.S. Census 1960, 1970, 19380 


ip eRe a Cee . - Le em J 7 ioe 
Scotts Valley wes incorporated in 1966 


D. CVERCROWDING AND UNDER-UTILIZATICK 


Cvercreowding occurs when the number ct people living in a unit prevents 
the necessary privecy considerations fer the sex and ace cf family members. 
Although overcrowding is difficult to define, it is assumed thet & housing 
unit is overcrowded if it is occupied by more than cne person per room after 
excluding the kitchen end bathrooms. In 1980 4,297 households, or 6.0% of all 
households in the County were overcrowded by this definition. When 


overcrowding occurs in the range of 1.01 tc 1.5 persons per room iT may be 
considered moderate but when it reaches and exceeds 1.51 persons per recom it 
is classified as severe. For example, a house made up of one kitchen, one 
bathroom, two bedrooms anda living room would be classified es meceretely 


overcrowded if occupied by four persons and severely overcrowded if occupies 
by five or more persons. A total of 2,052 households, or almost helf of cll 
overcrowded households in Santa Cruz County, were classified as severely 
overcrowded. 


Overcrowding most often cccurs as a result of Icw income. Since renter 
househclds statistically have lower incomes than cwner househclas, 
overcrowding is found mest frequently among renter househclds. In Sante Cruz 
County renters account for 66% cf all overcrowded units. 


Lerse households account fcr é disproporticnete portion cf cvercrowcec 
households. 5.2 people was the average residing in an overcrowded house. © 


c 


the 4,297 overcrowded households in the County, 38% were minority cccupiec. 


The unincorporated portion cf Sante Cruz County expertencés.a «sh ignily 
lower rate of overcrowding at 5.22 of all househclds, or 2,065 hcuseholds of 
which 43" were severly cvercrowded. 

For comperison purposes 7.45 of all househclds in the stete lived in 
overcrcwded housing in 1960, 47% of these households were severely 


overcrowded. 


Conversely, uncerutilization cf housing occurs when a 
cr small househcld cccupy a home which could better ser 
larcer household. Data cn this phenomenon is mere cifficult 
the 1976 Speciel Census showed that more than helf of one 4 pers 
meuseholcs lived in homes of Two énd more bedrcems and en equality ti 
proportion cf three ana four person hcusehclds lived in homes cf three or nic 
becrooms. 


In-somescases. the underutilizaticn of housing is souch? by pouseholds 
with subTicient ftinencial resources: to afford a hich level ar" housing 
oolong ie In other cases this mismatch is created by the shrinking of 
family size which occurs when children crow up and move cut. . 


E. HCUS ING AGE 


A majority public issue is the physical quality of housing steck within 


the County. The number of housing units réquiring increasod maintenence, 
Substentieél rehabllitetion, or demolition affects not only the heel th end 
safety of individual households but alse the preservation of desireble 
neichborhcods and lend use patterns. 

As new housing stock ages, several processes are said to occur. The 
structure is vacated by the criginal upper or mcderate income cwners when they 
purchase newer end mere expensive housing, and the used unit Is passea on +o &@ 
somewhat lower income purchaser. This process is sometimes termed "Tiltering" 
or the"tekekie down" eftect... Providedsthat the local populetion competing 


for the aveilable units does not increase more rapidly then The net 
construction cf heusing (new construction, minus conversicns end demolitions 


); 
the conventionel housing production market will provide housing for lewer 
income households. Hhcewever, when the demand outstrics the supply, as 
evidenced by 2 low "vacant/available for sale" rete, lower income hcusehcl ds 
secure. The unit much later in itseuseful life; and this is the point at which 
housing repairs ere most needed. 

The ace of the housing stock directly affects overél| hcusing cenciticns. 
Structures 25-30 vears ana colder often require repairs sale modernization or vc 
correct TMecresults of deferred meintenence. The tellewing Teblem i iclcanes 
The percentage ct housing SEN eS oT Wervinc aces vee ae TRO GI NCCm Ee Omen Gd 
County, the.County, ena the stare, see inci icates that Santa Cruz County as é 
wncle has @ high proportion cf aw felling Ss consiructed pricr to 1940 enc™ since 
197.05) vendre Lower proportion Sul lt®durine the 1640s, 2055 e@n¢gketo a 
nousing stock in the unincorporated County is newer than the housing In The 
Femelncer of The County, with a significent prceporticn Of UML siconsamuemmecenm 


Ah os TSE® 


ithe VOU Se 


TRELE ©t1 1l-E=1 
AGES OF HCUSING STOCK 
SANTA CRUZ CCUNTY and CALIFCRNIA 


Uninccrpcoratec 


sente Cruz County Senta Ci Bre County an rni 


| 


197 0s—=) fberche 1060 eon earecr ey 
1960 - 1969 25 sou NESS 24..0; 
1950 - 1058 15.8% 15.4 Zine, 
1940 - 1949 12.0. Ieee 12.00 
19 and earlier Woes ees ome 


F. HCUSIHG CCNDITICNS 


The 1980 Census did not estimate the number cf unsound housing uni 
The 1976 Speciel Census categorized housing units as either sound or & 
sed on the results of the 1976 Census, 5.5% cf the County's housing 
s not sound, and wes either ceteriorated, dilapidcated, under exte 
epair, cr unsound due tc inadequate originél construction. 


ep] 


a 
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A housing condition survey, conducted by the County in 1975, incicated é 

somewhat higher percentage of substendard units in the areas surveyec. Table 

. H H i lg hes ee aos: 

[ll-F-1 indicates the findings of the survey; it should be noted thet the 

areas selected are located throughcut the unincorporated County, end were 
chosen 4s possible target areas for e housing rehabilitaticn precram. 


TABLET TVi-t=3 
PERCENTAGE OF UNSOUND HCUSING UNITS BY SURYEY AREA 


1975 
Number cf Percentace cf 
Area Surveyed Units Surveyed Units Unscund 
Live Oak 1,463 567. 
Twin Lakes 662 4.7% 
° Fae) ray Qe 
Cpel Cliffs Lot DOP 
Freedom BS 9.07. 
Crow's Landing 379 1FEGZ 
(Corralitos area) 
san Lorenzo Park 20 40 0%, 
Srookdale 196 ES Pals 
Vil dwood OP Leal io 
Felton Grove Tas Ziel 
Zayante/Lomp ice 639 24. sey 
Cevenport ep Oak 
SAMPLE TOTAL 5,700 Osea 


SOURCE: Santa Cruz County Housing Condition Survey, 1975, Santa Cruz County 
Community Resources Agency (Planning Department). 


In actuality, the number of substandard units is probably nicher than 
hat indicated by the Census or the County's survey. A thorough and eccurete 
eveluation of housing condition requires an inspection of the intericr of the 
unit by @ housing or building inspector, to eveluate such items as substendard 
wiring, inadequate plumbing, or structurally hazarcous conditions, eleng with 
en evaluation cf individual water supply end sewace disposal system Hadad 
these factors been considered, é creater number cf units would have been found 
to be substandard. A recently releas ed study by the Association of Menterey 


ho 
co 


cay Areé Governments (AMBAG) estimates that between 1C anc 15% of the recicn's 
housing stock is deteriorated. Because cf the high cost of new housing and 
the effect Proposition 13 has had on limiting mobility, substantial numbers of 
units are being rehabilitated and, as this trend continues, @ cenereé 
improvement in the overall quality of the County's housing stock ifs 
enticipated. 


The County Planning Department conducted "windshield" housing condition 
surveys cf the Freedom, Live Oak, and Dévenport communities is 19635 and early 
1984, These surveys indicated that the 1975 data may be slichtly conservative 
or thet additional detericration has occurred curing the intervening yeers. 


Utitizing- all of. this data it is estimated thet 12% of the Unincorporeted 
County's housing stock, or approximately 5500 units, is unsound. Util izing 
ALIEAG's estimate of the regions housing demolition rate it is estimated the 
apprceximately 900 cf these units need replacement, while the remeining 4600 
cén be rehabilitated to livable standards. 


No 
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G. VACANCY 


The effective functioning of @ housing market requires a minimum number 
cf vacant units. There must be areservoir of acceptable housing to permit 
households to make the housing choice most suited to their needs. The vecancy 
rate reflects the opportunity for movement or adjustment cf a householc's 
consumption of housing. A high vacancy rate implies ease of mobility, recucsd 
overcrowding, lower housing costs, end reduced utilization of substandara, 
detericrated or unsafe housing. 


The vacancy rate measures the slack in the housing market; as the 
population of a market area increases, the number of vacant uni7vs usuelly 
increases proportionately, maintaining a constant percentage. The U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) as well as the Stave of 
California Department of Housing and Community Develcpment (HCD) have 
formulated standards by which the impact of a locality's vacancy rate cén be 
measured. The standards are 5-6% vacant-for-rent and 2-3% vacant-for-sale as 
indicators of adequate market choice. Vacancy rates belcw these levels are 
indicative of a restricted housing market, which tends to push housing prices 
and rent levels higher and restricts mobility. 


Although the County vacancy rate has varied slichtly over the past three 
decédes as measured by the census, it has consistently been below the overal| 
Siase rare. _Tthe rates for the County end state as shown inthe census are 
shown in Table II1l-CG-1. 


TABLE I11-G-1 
UNITS VACANT FOR SALE AND FOR RENT 
IN SANTA CRUZ COUNTY AND CALIFORNIA 


1960 to 1980 
1960 1970 1Sg0 
4 of ® of “of 
Vacant-fer-Sale & ~-Hsg. Stock # Hse. Stock io SG, o Tock 
Santa Cruz County 468 C148) 380 (0.7%) 1,086 Cire 
California (2225) (E333 (ES) 
Santa Cruz County 1,081 (2.6%) 900 C168) 1,720 (2525) 
California (8.55) (S275) (5,15) 


SOURCE : U.S. Census, 1960, 1970, 1980 
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Another source of data on vacancies in the County is produced annual ly by 
the Federal Home Loan Bank (FHLB) of San Franciscc. This data shows a wide 
annual fluctuation in vacancies, primarily due to fluctuation in housing 
tinence. Artificially high vacancy rates occur in those years when adequate 
mortgage money is not available for the purchase of the new units produced. 
Althcugh these units are available for sale, they are outside the financial 
grasp of the prospective housing consumer. 


Eetween 1960 and 1983 the overal! vacancy rate in the County, according 
to the FHLB, rose from 1.3% to 1.7%. The rate for "single family" (detached) 
units rose from 1.1% to 1.6% and for "multi-family" (attached) units it rose 
FROM 1299 Thome 2 a 


Decreasing vacancy rates indicate increased demand for housing. One 
result cf this increased demand is that housing which was previcusly used only 
cccasicnelly, such as vacation cottages and cabins, are now used year-round. 
The number of housing units which are held for occasional or seasonal use has 
decreesed dramatically in the County. 


TABLE 111-G-2 
HCUS ING UNITS VACANT SEASONAL, MIGRATCRY, 
OR HELD FOR OCCASIONAL USE, SANTA CRUZ COUNTY, 
1960 to 1980 


1960 1970 1980 
Tore HousineS tock 40,939 Dell pede 79,506 
Vacant seasonal, Miaratory, 
or Held for Cccéssional 
Use: 
Number 6,758 6 ,506 4,176 
Percent 16.53 | aes Dee 


SOURCE: | .U.5.. Census, 1.960,,1970,,. 1980 
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H. ~ COST 


The dramatic increase in the price of housing which cccurred in the 1970s 
was unprecidented for the state and nation; the price increase in Santa Cruz 
County was even more stunning. The median home price in the County of $20 ,000 
was slightly below both state and national medians in 1970, but by 1980 thie 
County average of $99,950 exceeded both the state and nationel average; the 
County median exceeded the national average by a whopping $37,730, or 61h, In 
1980. 


The increese in sales prices since 1980 has been more modest fcr the 
county, state and nation. Between 1980 and 1982 thé median price increased 
6.1% in the County, 12.1% in the state, and 9.2% in the nation. From 1982 to 
1983 the County median sales price increased an even more modest IS 
$108,600. The increase in effective home prices was in many ways actuel ly 
less than shown In these statistics. Seles of expensive homes are iess 
affected during times of high interest rates, because buyers in this price 
category have more readily available cash and are in a higher tax bracket, 
which- decreases their efter-tax monthly payment. Therefcre, a higher 
percentage of expensive homes sell, distorting the median sales price. In 
addition many homes were seller-financed with belcw-market-rate financing, 
which reduces the effective cost to the purchaser. 


Despite a lessening of home price increases in the last few yeérs, the 
increases cf the 1970s permanently changed the ability of the average resident 
to afford homeownership. 


Table Ill-H=2 shows an analysis of the affordability cf the averéce Santa 
Cruz County home in 1970 and 1980. The monthly péyments necessary to finence 
an 80% of sales price mortgage in 1970 were $124, This monthly cost was 
atfordable to é femily with a gross annual income cf under $5,000. The census 
median County family income of $9,078 indicates that hciseownership was 
affordable to the great majority of county families. By 1980 the monthly 
payment necessary to amortize the medién priced house had jumped to $884, 
requiring @ gross annual income cf over $35,000 compared with the 1980 median 
county family income cf $21,073. No longer could the average family afford 
the averace home. 


As a result of rapidly rising prices cf homes and finencince the expense 
cf homecwnership depends mostly on when @ house was purchased. Table |] 1-H-3 
illustrates this fact. In 1975 elderly end young California homeowners both 
paid 27% of their income for housing expenses. By 1980 the proportion of 
housing costs for elderly homeowners dropped to 21% while the proportion for 
young homeowners rose to 34%, 


FIGURE III-H-1 


MEDIAN SALES PRICE/EXISTING SINGLE FAMILY HOMES 
SANTA CRUZ COUNTY, CALIFORNIA & THE U.S. 


$110,000 + 
$105,000 $106,000 
100,000 + $99,950 
$93,688 
90,000 
SANTA CRUZ COUNTY 
80,000 $79,603 
CALIFORNIA 
70,000 
$67,708 ae 
> wa 
—_— 
60,000 a 
rege 
7— UNITED STATES 
50,000 $48,654 
$42,156 A <S 
40,000 
30,000 
20,000 
1970 va 72 73 74 75 76 UU 78 79 ~=©1980 81 82 


SOURCE: National Association of Realtors, California Association of 
Realtors, U.S. Bureau of the Census, California Department 
of Finance, and Santa Cruz County Board of Realtors. 
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TABLE 11l-t-2 
COMPARISCN OF AFFORDABILITY OF 
MEDIAN PRICED SANTA CRUZ COUNTY HOPE, 
1970 and 1980 


abewiss 1980 

Median Sales Price $20 ,000 $99 ,S5C 
Average Interest Rate 8-5/8% 13% 
Estimated Down Peyment ‘ 

(205 of sales price) $ 4,000 $19,990 
Estimated Mortgage Amount 

(80% of sales price) $16,000 $79,960 
Monthly Payment $ 124 $ 6&4 
Required Annual Income* $ 4,979 $55,014 
Required Annual Income As ; 
“ of Median Family Income 55% 1687 


SOURCE: Santa Cruz County Board of Realtors MLS surveys, Santa Cruz County 
Planning Department 


In order to purchase their own home, many young households have become 
financially overccmmitted. This was made possible by home financing chances 
which occurred in the 1970s. These included the ability of new purchasers to 
assume existing Icans and the willingness of sellers to assist in the purchase 
of a home by providing financing. The vast majority cf seller-held |cans 
carry balloon payments in which large principel péyments are cue within 3 to 6 
years. As home prices have not increased in the last few years at previcusly 
anticipated rates the refinancing of these balloon loans by investors is 
questioned. This chain of events has lead to creatly increased forecicsure 
rates, and according to the Rand Corporation's 1983 study on Califernia'ts 
rousing, the possibility of even higher foreclcsure retes. 


Rents, like sales prices, increased in the 1970s, end leveled off in the 
early 1980s. Unlike sales prices, however, rents rose at a rate not 
significantly greater than the consumer price index cr County incomes. This 
comparison is seen in Table I1l-H-4. 


* The required income is estimated as the cross annua | income nececssary to 
amortize the estimated 80% mortgage utilizing 30% of monthly gross inceme. 
This analysis does not take into account the costs of condominium 
homeowners associetion cues, taxes, or insurance. It élso does not take 
into consideration the fact that standard bank underwriting criteria 
required an income to housing cost ratio cf 25% in 1970. 


34 


TABLE III-H-3 
PROPORTION OF INCOME DEYOTED TO 
THE COST OF HOMEOWNERSHIP, CALIFORNIA, 
1975 and 19806 


Average Ratio, 1975=1 980 
Selected Cash Outlay/ Income Chance 
Household Groups NBSF 1980 Amount 
Elderly (65+) aa 21 ~- .06 
Middle-Aged (35-64) al eave eA 
Young (under 55) bh 034 + Ol 
All Others aE .24 + 260i 
SOURCE: Ira S. Lowry, et al, Califernia'ts housing: Adequacy, J & 
Atponeab: |i 
TABLE I 11-H-4 
COMPARATIVE COST INCREASES, 
1970 TO 1980 
Percent 
| ncrease 
Median House Price - Santa Cruz County 400% ‘ 
Medien Contract Rents - Santa Cruz County 1655 
Consumer Price Index, For Urban Wage Earners and 
Clerical Workers, All Items, Naticnal 112% (est. 
Hcusehcld Income - Senta Cruz County (S22 


SCURCE : Santa Cruz Board of Realtors MLS Annual 


Summaries; U.S. Census 1970 
and 1980; Department of Labor, Bureau cf La 
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Between 1974 and 1979 the medieéen rent for €@2 bedroom unit in northern 
Santa Cruz County increased 87% from $200 to $575, according to &@ want-ad 
survey conducted by the Housing Authority of Santa Cruz County. A follow-up 
survey conducted by the County Planning Department showed @ significant jump 
in rents in 1980 to $475 and then a slow rise to $510 fer a two bedroom home 
in 1984, 


These surveys represent only advertised units; as a chance in occupency 


is frequently the time when rents are incresed, it is likely that median rent 
levels of cccupied units ere lower and these units may be vacant precisely 


ee) 


because of their hicher than averge rents. Frequently rental property cwners 
encourage a desirable tenant to remain in a unit, and cherge rents besed on 
mortgage costs which are substantially below current levels. Evidence for 
this can be found by comparing the median 1979 rent of $375 for vacant two 
bedrcom units in the Housing Authority survey to the median contract rent of 
$276 as indicated in the 1980 census. 


Lower income, elderly, and single parent renters paid the greatest 
proportion of their incomes for housing in the state and these statistics are 
likewise believed to be the case in Santa Cruz County. On the positive side 
these groups needed to devote a smaller percentage cf their incomes ro pay 
housing costs in 1980 than in 1S70. Conversely couples with children, micdle- 
aged, and Spanish origin renters, all of whom statisticelly pay less then The 
éverace proportion of their income for rent, increased their rent/income ratio 
in the 1970s. This convergence of renters expenses is seen on Teble I!l-h-5. 


TABLE I1I-H-5 
PROPORTICN OF INCOBE DEVOTED TO 
RENTAL EXPENSES, CALIFORIA, 1970 and 1980 


Average Rates 1970-1980 

Selected Gross Rent/ Income Chance 
Very low income ~66 -60 mo ONS; 
Elderly (65+) - 46 Poe, ~- 07 
Single =perent, 242 40 Se 
Latin -28 ae + .04 
Middle Aged (35-64) 26 See + .04 
Couple with children SE, AS, Tail 
ALL RENTERS woe <0 nomsOn 


SOURCE: lra S. Lowery, et al, California's Housina: 
& Affordability, p xilf. 


For Santa Cruz County the figures underscore that a lower income 
household needs to expend a greater proportion cf their income +o cover basic 
housing costs. The fact that renters generally pay a higher proporticn of 
their income for housing is also seen in census figuress "his js likely due 
to the fact that many lower income homeowners are senicr citizens who have 
modest, or nce, mortgage payments end the fect that homeowners cénerelly have 
hicher incomes then renters, e 


Kousehold 


incone 


under $10,000 


$10,000 


I 
ice) 
~ 
Xe) 
2) 
\O 


$20,000 & over 
under $10,000 
$10,000 - 19,999 


$20,000 & over 


TABLE U1I-H-6 
PERCENTAGE CF INCOME DEYOTED TO 
RCUSING COSTS FOR OWNERS ANG RENTERS 
It SANTA CRUZ COUNTY, 1980 


Housing Costs As Percentage of Income 


Median 
25-29% 30-345 359.2 over Percentage 
8.1% wn-----47 (55 ------- 26.45 
6.4% + ene 27 i eeen ene 172, 0% 
9.3500 ween ne 15,40 ------- 15.9! 
Sy 1245 16285 50+6 
20.9% 15.0% PZ LPC: 
8.85 5459 1 As 1ones 


SOURCE: U.S. Census, 1980 


Data provided within AMBAG's Regicnal Housing Needs Report incicetes thet 
over half of the lower income househclds in the unincorpcrated County are 
paying in excess of 25% of their gross income for hceusing. This cata fer the 
unincorpcrated County, and the cities within the County, fs incluced in Teble 


bit=h=7. 


bid 


8E 


TABLE J1I-H-7 


LOWER- INCOME HOUSEHOLDS!’ PAYING IN EXCESS OF 25% OF INCOME FOR HOUSING 


SANTA CRUZ COUNTY, 1980 


Lower 
All Lower Lower Income 
Income Income Owners 
Househclds Renters Paying In 
ie ieocacaria Paying In Excess Of 
0 To &0% Excess Of 255 LOte 
Of County 25% Of Reported 
Median Repor ted Income For 
Local ity Income 4inconie Mortgage 
Capitola 2,284 1,166 165 
Santa Cruz 6,685 4,507 690 
tatsonville 4,212 165 364 
Scotts Valley 855 203 74 
Unincorporated leh oa E 2462 2,561 
TOTAL EN PATA) 13,105 4,054 
SOURCE : U.S. Census 1980, AMBAG, Regional Housing Needs Report; 1980 to 1990, March 1984 


| Households with incomes below $13,502 


Overpaying 
As A 
Percent Of 
All Lower 
Income 


Households 
58.4% 
62.2% 
50 .5% 
52558 
20.9% 


54% 


JV. HOUSING ANALYSIS 


A.  POPULATICN PROJECTICK 


The existing and projected housing needs for e!1! income levels in Santa 
Cruz County are elaborated in a study recently completed by the Association cf 
Monterey Eay Area Governments (AMBAG). This study, entitled the "Regional 
rousing Needs Report: 1980 to 1990", reviews employment opportunities, the 
eveilability of suitable sites and public facilities, commuting patterns, typ 
ang tenure of housing need, and the housing needs cf farmworkers. fhiuch of TI 
population ang housing cata contained in this AMBAG study was included in 
previous chapters of this Housing Element. The AliBAC Aopen of housing neec 
for Santa Cruz County through the year 1990 are included in this section 


AMBAG has projected an overall population increase of 19.4% within Senta 
Cruz County between 1980 and 1990. The uninccrporated County is prajeciec ro 
crow by a slightly slower 19.0%, with the unincorporated share cf the total 
County population dropping from 56.95 to 56.7%. A 2% annual populetion growth 
rate for the unincorporated County wes estimated for the 1980 te 1965 years; 
this growth rate"is projected to “drop: to.en annual rate of. 1.5% for The yeers 
1987 to 1990. The AMBAG forecast, broken down by yeer and jurisdiction, is 
shown in Table IV-A-1. 


In prepareticn of a mode] for forecasting new housing construction needs 
AM BAG has estimated the chance in household size anc the amount cf the 
population increase: which will be from these residing in creup querders 
Cverall AKBAG has projected a decrease in hcusehcld size from 2.54 to 2.45 To 
the, County, and from)2.63 “to Z2.55vtornthe-unincorporated County!, This chanc¢ 
in househcld size would result in an increase in the number of nousencle 
residing in the County from 71,793 to 88,778 or 4 25./% increase; the percen 
increase forecast In the unincorporated County is 22.5%. These projection 
ere seen on fable |V-A=2. 


mM om @ 


i a ae ar ; oe Py ee se ‘ Son Neat 
This large decrease in househcld size must now be questioned in light ot 
recent state Depertment cf Finance data. 
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TABLE IV-A-1 
HOUSING: NEEDS POPULATION FORECAST ALLOCATION TO LOCALITIES 


SANTA CRUZ COUNTY 1980-1990 


APRIL | APRIL 
LOCALITY 1980 1981 1982 1983 -1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 


10,840. 


Capitola 9,095 9,270 10, 730 | 
Santa Cruz 4) 483} 42,120 43,500] 44,100] 46,800} 47,000 
Scotts Valley | 6,891] 7,100 9,150 9, 300 


Watsonville 23,543} 23,900 24,800] 25,700} 29,650} 30,000 


125,570} 127,450 


3 


eS | i a 
Unincorporated 


Growth Rate 2.024 2.02% 2.02 12 O 2 lor Ta 1.62% 1.52 1.52% 1.5% 


3S Unincorporated |107,129]109,285 


Unincorporated | S 2 a 

-o a | ae ag: 
County Total 1188,141}191,675 sam] 203,085 
Annual | 

Growth Rate 1.9% 1. 8 | 1.9% 2.1% 
Total | | 


113, 700]115, 860 


9 


SOURCE: AMBAG, Regional Housing Needs Report: 1980 to 1990, March 1984. 


BASE FCRECAST 
1980 1990 
ie 
Population Total 9,095 10,840 
Household Population 8,990 TO su) 
Group Quarters Popul ation 105 iz 
Househelds 4,335 D076 
Average Household Size 2.0! 2.00 
2. Santa Cruz 
Population Total 41,483 47 ,000 
Household Population 38,246 A> 50) 
Group Quarters Population SPI D5 5,062 
Househclas TOO. 19,698 
Average Household Size 2a 2520 
ee Valley 
Populaticn Total 6,891 9,300 
Household Population 6 ,500 8 , 800 
Group Quarters Population 391 500 
Househclds 25566 3,667 
Average Household Size 2 .oD 2.40 
4. Watsonville 
Population Total 25,545 30,000 
Household Population 25 No| 29 ,500 
Group Quarters Population 392 500 
Households G3.i7z2 10 ,926 
Average Household Size 2605 Lott 
wh 
Population Total 107,129 127,450 
Household Population 1OD4502 1255,200 
Group Quarters Populaticn lure Vals ELPA T/A) 
Househclds 40 ,103 49,129 
Average Household Size 2.00 2490 
Cr totals 
Population Total 188,141 244 ,590 
Household Population VEZ, 1c 2196029 
Group Quarters Population SYS) Si 4) 6,960 
Households (Pies 88,778 
Averace Household Size 2.54 2249 
SOURCE: AMBAG, Regional Housing Needs Report: 1960 to 1990, March 1984 


TABLE IV-A-2 
FORECAST DISTRIBUTION: 
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SANTA CRUZ COUNTY 


B. CONSTRUCTION NEEDS FORECAST 


AMNBAG utilized a simple, three step procedure to calculete new 
censtruction needs fcr the pericd 1980 to 1990: 


Seles: 


Stee cls 


SHEP: (hts 


This procedure indicates that a total of 19,424 new housine units ere 


Using 1990 population forecast determine new units needed. 
ae Adjust for non-household population (group quarters); 


be adjust household population totel to determine new 
household formations; 


Se apply new household fermaticns at the rate cf cne cccupied 
unit per househcld to determine new construction need for 
new household formations. 


Apply a five percent vacancy rate to new constructicn foreces 

to provide fcr freedom of choice and mobility. 

Ge Add vacancy allowance to new construction total. (lore: 
The allowance of a4 five percent vacancy rete epplies onl 


Uae 
to the need for available units for sale end for rent. ke 
allowance is given fcr "other vacant" (units held off tne 
market) .) 

Allow for removel/replacement rates. Remcval retes have 
traditionelly been very low in the Monterey Ezy Area. Te be 
consistent with pest trends, an annual removel/replacement rate 


of 0.002 is epplied to all localities. 


needed curing the 1980s, or an increase of 245 of the existing housing stock. 
The unincorporeted County is projected tc need 10,386 new units, or an 
increase in 26%. The results of this forecast ere shown in Table IV-E-1. 


Capitcla 

Santa Cruz City 
Scotts Valley 
WeTsonville 
Unincorporated 


County Total 


TABLE 1IV-E~1 
AMBAG NEW CORSTRUCTICN NEED FCRECAST FOR 
SANTA CRUZ COUNTY, 1980 to 19°96 


Step Z Step 3 Total 
sTep 1 By Vacancy t Replaces =" Consiruction 
Househol ds Al lowence ment Needs 
eee 
iauze 51 96 i ia 
5,081 154 D2 3,990 
1,099 pe aD Ie, 209 
2,754 138 173 3,065 
9,026 451 Og. 10,382 
16 ,985 x 549 te 220 = 19,424 


SOURCE: AMBAG, 


Regional Housing Needs Report: 1980 te 1990, March 1984 


Between April 1980 and April 1984, AMBAG estimated a need for housing for 
8,731 new residents in the unincorporated County. Assuming AMBAG's procedures 
with an average households size of 2.63 people, a5% vacancy factor, anda 
replacement/removal rate of .002, this would amount to a need for 3,850 new 
housing starts*, Over the January 1980 to December 1983 period the County's 
growth management system allowed an allocation of 3,932 building permits; 
according to Security Pacific National Bank 3520 housing units were actually 
constructed between January 1980 and December 1983. 


For the last half of the decade, 1985 to 1990, the AMBAG estimated 
decrease in the unincorporated County growth rate, as seen in Table IV-A-1, 
would mean an annual averge construction need of approximately 978 units in 
the unincorporated County. Over a five year period this would amount to a new 
construction need of 4,890 units. If household size increases, as is 
indicated in recent state Department of Finance data, fewer housing units will 
be required to house the County's population. 


* An estimated 3,320 new units are needed to house the projected new 
households. The 5% vacancy rate adds a need for 166 units and the .002 
replacement removal rate, applied to the existing housing stock, adds a 
need for 364 new units. 
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C. FAIR SHARE DISTRIEUTICN 


In making the allocation of regional housing needs an attempt must be 
made to “aveid further” impaction of localittes: with) rekativell yesh! ch 
proportions of lower income househclds." (California Government Code Section 
65584). To accomplish this goal AMBAG has used e fair share cistribution 
concept. This concept is based upon the notion that lower income househcl ds 
should not be concentrated within a single jurisdiction cr defined geographic 
area. Lower income households are forecasted to be proporticnate to the 
current level cf lower income househclds as measured in the 1980 census for 
the Monterey Bey area. The allocation of lower income househclds to each 
locality is based upon the current (1980) recicnal distribution as follows: 


AMBAG MONTEREY BAY AREA 


REGIONAL DISTRIBUTION OF LOKER INCOME HOUSEHOLDS 
ALL HOUSEHOLDS LOWER INCOME PERCEN 
ey LAS ran Ov5c22 41.3% 


Using this distribution as a criterion for aveiding further impection, 
The number cf lower income households allocated to each Iccelity fer April of 
1990 will be 41.3% cf all households expected to resiage. Fourty-one point 
three percent becomes the recicnal “fair share" distribution factor and is 
calculated for each Iccality on Table IV-C-1. 


TABLE 1V-C-1 
FORECAST DISTRIBUTION OF LOWER INCOME HOUSEHOLDS 
SANTA CRUZ COUNTY, 1980 TO 1990 


ACTUAL FCRECAST 
LOCALITY 1980 HOUSEHOLD 1990 HOUSEHC 
Lower Lower 
Lower All Income Lower Al | Income 
income Others a income Cthers Bs 
Capitcla 25204 2,049 SER ae 3:1 45 lg 5 
Santa’ Cruz S000 7,934 ey ary: Sahl WEE 1, 36s At) 
Scotts Valley 853 1,715 Ce ieas 1514 2E1 Ss fia hee 
Watscnville AyZizZ 5 , 960 ah epeys rs ao 3 Oar re 
Unincorporated rer sey Zag DOL 39.50 20 ,290 26,829 Ayes 
County Total SST Oo 40 ,010 44.3% 36 ,664 ay are fae! iy 3% 


SCURCE: AMDAG, Regione! Housing Needs Report: 1980 to 1990, March 1984 
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The ten-year forecasted household increase for Santa Cruz County its 
16,985, = 23.7% growth. The allocated lower Income household Increase 16 
4,881, 2 15.45 increase. This level of ellocation would bring the County into 
conformance with the regional fair share distribution of 41.3% Icwer income 
households. The allocated lower income hcusehold increase in the 
unincorporated County is 28.6% compared to @ forecasted 22.5% increase in the 
total number of households. 


This fair share allocation would mean that half of the new units to b 
constructed in the unincorperated County would need to be affordable T 
househclds with incomes below 80% of the County medien income. Although 
Pesultr Ts rinpossitie for«*hecCountys on, any soTher) gurisdictlonge 

considering housing cost trends, the County willomeke alt, teasibie ¢ 
increase the stock of affordable housing as outlined in this housing 


D. LAND INVENTCRY 


Santa Cruz County has in the last several decades mede a mejor transition 
from a predoniinantly rural community to en urban one. Despite this chenge The 
Greatest proportion of the County's 440 squere miles is devoted to rureil uses. 
Two thirds of the County is considered to be forest lend by the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture, and approximately 70,000 acres are devoted to 
agricultural uses. 


Residentiel development has been concentreted in and around the cities of 
Capitola, Santa Cruz, Scotts Valley, Watsonville and in the unincorporated 
mid-county communities of Live Oak, Soquel, and Aptcs. It is These erces, 
defined by the County's Urban Service Line, that urban services enc facilities 
exist: sewers, public water, adequate rcads anc transit, fire prorectien, anc 
proximity to stores, schocls, hospitals, parks and jobs. The voter-approved 
Growth hianagement System mandated that urban growth take place in this eree. 
Since 1979 approximately two-thirds of all building permits witnin the 
unincorporated county have been allocated within the Urban Service Line, 


The construction cf single family homes in the mountainous erees 
County have been the preference of many. A sizable proporticn of these homes 
have been constructed near the San Lorenzo Velley communities of Fel7 
Lomond, and Boulder Creek. 


1. PLANNING AREA BUILDOUT 


The County projects that the mejority of new homes in the County wi 
continue to be constructed in the urbanized portions cf the uninccorporay 
County. In-order to assess the capability of these areas te ebsorb tic 
growth, the Santa Cruz County Planning Department, in September 16 
completed a study of the total number” of housing units which couleube 
constructed within the unincorporated urben service lines The mejority cr ime 


unincorporated urban service line [fs contained in four planning areas: Live 
Gak, Aptos, Soquel, and Pajero Valley, (near the city of Watrsenville). 
Additionally, smal! porticns of the Carbonera and Aptos Hills Flenning areas 
are within the urben service line.” Within the urbenized portions cof these 
planning areas the maximum buildout allowed by existing ceneré|l plan censities 
would besform 56,524 unites. Inel9835, 225513 units weresestifiatee aomesice 
within these areas, indicating 61% of bufldout. The urban porticn of these 
planning areas therefore continue to have the potential for cver 14,600 net 
dwelling units, which is a figure significantly in excess of the number of new 


housing units projected by AMEAG between 1985 and 199C. These erces are 
estimated to include sufficient parcels to meet the projected lend use needs 
for single and multi-family housing construction and for rental and ownership 
housing. Manufectured housing is allowed on single family lots or cn percels 
appropriately zoned for mobile home parks. 


The areas in the County outside of the urban service line have an estimated 
buildout cf 28,315 units. As 20,100 units are currently estimated within the 
rural areés a building potential cf 8,212 units exist. As mandated itn the 
General Plan, these dwelling units will primarily be single family detached 
homes. Table IV-D-1 lists data for these planning areas. 
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TABLE |V-D-1 
UNINCORPORATED SANTA CRUZ COUNTY BUILDOUT 
1984 to 1990 


General Plan Units oP ee 


Aptos* 111,054 yAPSUC tea Cer a 


G03 
Aptcs hills 2,021 152 aROOs) 686 
Bonny Dcon 1,296 834. (645) 462 
Carbonera 4,905 2 taO OSG a) Bl Zd 
Eureke Canyon PMNS 1,428 (61%) O11 
La Selva 1,484 015 (66s A69 
Live Qaek* 14,026 8,981 (6465) D040 
North Coast Do, 198 (379%) 339 
Pejaro Valley* eee. S 5,468 (625) eee 
Sal sipuedes “ley 178 (395) 279 
San Ancreas 1,074 Sz BC Ge) 255 
Sen Lorenzo Val ley 10,778 Ge120: 85%) 1,655 
Skyline 1,699 Sh le CS 1) Eze 
Soquel * 5 Plo 20th C5A5) 2ESS5 
Sumit 2,480 1,576 (64%) 904 
TOTAL 64,836 APS Blom (O50) 225012 


* The majority of parcels within these planning areas are located within the 
urban service line and are zoned fcr urban densities. fiultifamily housinc 
anc mobile home perkstare most appropriate ih these SPaaRinG area which 
contain 60% cf the surveyed building potentieél. 


SOURCE: Santa Cruz County Planning Department 


The creta PubliceServices Report complerea in Kevenber 1963 607 = 
consultant in conjunction with the County Plenning Deparimenn “ie 
deficiencies in the urban services needed to keep pace with urban growth. The 
Report presenied-a number of policy options and» procrem elrernetives which ane 
County is currently evelueting. These include Soa improvement planning, 
funding end progréem alternatives for resolving urben service deficienctes, and 
Gageeaulciion scr wurben area crowilh raness The Orne fs curtent ly ipadine 
process of preparing a Capital Improvement Plan which will identify specific 
projects needed and potentiél funding sources. This plan will be presented to 
the Board of Supervisors tor approvel In mid 1985. Additional stucies ana 
reseerch may elso be authorized. 
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2. URBAN SERVICE AREA VACANT PARCEL SURVEY 


The Planning Department has completed a4 survey of vacant parcels within 
the Urban Service Line which are at least two acres in size and which might be 
appropriate fcr housing development, and particularly the cevelcpment of 
effordable housing. Thirty-four sites, with a building cepacity potential in 
excess of 2600 units, are now included in this survey, which is attached as 
an appendix to the Housing Element. Twenty of these sites are currently 
Gesicnatec for multiple fémily residential end it is estimated that meény of 
the remaining sites can be redesignated for multiple family. Mobile home 
parks can be Icated on any multiple family residential parcels. 


Included in this survey are those sites which the County has designate 
as priority affordeble housing sites through the Local Coastel Plen process. 
The designated, or "Circle H", sites are viewed as prime sites fer fecerally 
essisted |cwer cost housing. If no housing assistance is availetie at the 
time of site development at least 35% of the units built must be affcerdable to 
low or mcecerate income househcl ds. 


3. RESIDENTIAL REDEVELOPRENT POTENTIAL 


The unincorporated County contains meny undeveloped parcels which ere 
iveilable for resicentiel development. These undevelopec percels are ceemec 
o be the most appropriate locations for new housing. Additionally a 
significant number cf parcels exist within the Urban Service Aro&é where the 


) 


o- 


general plén land use element and zoning would ellow higher censities than 
currently exist. These parcels will be redeveloped on a4 site by site basis. 
No large areas of blight exist in the unincorporated county requiring lerce 


scale renewal cr redevelopment. 


6 
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E. CONSTRUCTION TRENDS 


Residential building permits reflect the cyclical patterns of prosperity 
and recession in the national and local economy. This pattern is clearly seen 
in Table IV-E=-1 and Figure IV-E=2. 


The state appears to be leaving the deepest housing depression in recent 
memory. In mid-1983 California Business magazine stated that 4. es EON ine 
looks of the early part of 1983, things may have finally gotten as bad as they 
are going to get, at least for this recession... 1983 should give many in 
the housing industry a chance to breathe again... but not too deeply"! By 
March 1984 the Construction Industry Research Board _was boasting a statewide 
construction spurt which was the biggest since 1978. 


A comparison of County and state construction trends are showing several 
important differences. Single-family construction has accounted for a greater 
proportion of residential construction in Santa Cruz than statewide. This is 
particularly true prior to 1978 when home prices were in their most 
inflationary period. This difference is due primarily to the nature of the 
County housing market which traditionally has been more rural and suburban 
than the state as a whole. 


Another difference is the relative strength of the Santa Cruz market in 
the 1979-1982 period and the relative weakness of the Santa Cruz market in 
1983 and 1984. A major reason for the early local strength is a result of 
growth management policies of the County and the City of Santa Cruz. The 
State Employment Development Department noted that "legally mandated growth 
limitations, restrictions on water and sewer hookups have pent up demand. 
This demand has and will continue to buffer the effects of the money market on 
residential building". By 1983 this pent up demand had been primarily 
satisfied. During this same time the Santa Cruz economy was suffering from 
massive layoffs within new high tech portion of the local economy. 


The County's growth management program emphasizes that urban growth should be 
concentrated in urban areas. The relative strength of multiple family 
construction in the County is partly a result of this policy, as building 
permits are more readily available on urban parcels appropriate for multi- 
family residential construction. The great fluctuations in multi-family 
construction are due to the small number of units constructed in the County 
compared to the state as a whole. 


1 Kia ee A ; 
Robert M. Burke & Michael T. Harris, "Real Estate, Our Second Annual 


Analysis, Part 1: Residential", California Business, June 1983, p 49. 


2 San Francisco Examiner & Chronicle, "A report on heal thy builidng activities 
in the state", April 1, 1983, Homes Section, p 6. 


3 California Employment Development Department, Annual Planning Information, 
2anta Cruz Standard Metropolitan Area, 1983-1984, p 14. 
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TABLE IV-E-1 
NEW DWELLINGS AUTHORIZED BY PERKIT, 
SANTA QGRUZ COUNTY & CALIFORKIA 
1970 to 1982 


California Santa Cruz County 
1970 195,692 36.5 lee Me 46.0 
1971 256 ,9&9 44.1 Lhe 46 .0 
LOFRZ 279,670 44.4 5,606 56.4 
1.973 Z10,079 47.5 25506 37.0 
1974 129,229 59.0 Lag ttd SH) 
{975 1315752 68.2 1,269 91.4 
1976 221,940 O22 Vag perks 76.7 
1977 270,640 64.6 2,654 (Bis 
1978 245 ,805 58.1 2,460 54.5 
1979 210,078 60./ oo Tiel 
1960 144,904 59.8 1,407 720 
1981 104,923 Dee Nee 44.9 
1982 64,016 Doge 1b 102 20.0 
1965 168,556 29.0 1,106 01,6 
1984* 169,849 DOR (se) OOF 


* Deta for 1984 is only for the pericd January to September 


SOURCE : Security Pacific National Bank 


FIGURE IV-E-2 


NEW DWELLINGS AUTHORIZED BY PERMIT 
SANTA CRUZ COUNTY -1970-1983 
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SOURCE: Security Pacific National Bank 
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FIGURE IV-E-3 


NEW DWELLINGS AUTHORIZED BY PERMIT 
CALIFORNIA - 1970-1983 
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F. | REDUCTIONS IN AFFORDABLE HOUSING SUPPLY 


The County's supply of affordable housing is reduced through conversions 
of apartment complexes to condominiums, the demolition of affordable units, 
and the trickling up of affordable housing to higher income groups through 
renovation. On the other hand some housing drops down the economic | adder 
with age and wear in accord with the standard "trickle down" theory. 


Between 1977 and 1982 a total of 74 conversions were approved within the 
unincorporated County, one was approved in the City of Santa Cruz and Pive tt 
the City of Capitola These 80 conversions involved 462 units, 268 of which 
were located in the unincorporated County. 


TABLE IV-F-1 
CONDOMINIUM CONVERSION APPROVALS 
SANTA CRUZ COUNTY 


1977 to 1982 
Number of Units Involved In 
Conversions Conversions 
Capitola 5 192 
Santa Cruz City 1 4 
Scotts Valley 0 0 
Watsonville 0 0 
Unincorporated 74 268 
COUNTY TOTAL 80 462 


SOURCE: City and County Building Department data as tabulated within 
Ramseyer, Zerbst & Company, Inc., Market Feasibility Study for Santa 
Cruz=Hayward Housing Finance Agency, 1982. 


A large number of the conversions involved "paper conversions" of new 
apartment complexes under construction. These conversions did not reduce the 
stock of affordable housing as the developers of these complexes planned them 
to be for-sale units. 


The largest conversion within the unincorporated County is Swan Lake 
Apartments. This complex of 164 units was approved for conversion with the 
condition that all converted units be available for sale or rent to low and 
moderate income households through the County's affordable housing program. 
Once sold these units will carry resale restrictions limiting price escalation 
for a 30 year period. One other unincorporated conversion, Arana Creek 
Residential, carried the condition which limited its 23 units to lower income 
rentals through the County Housing Authority. 
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The largest conversion within the City of Capitola was the conversion of 
Las Flores Apartments to the Villas of Capitola. The 172 condominiums within 
the Villas have been marketed primarily to first time homebuyers with the 
assistance of bond financing through the Santa Cruz-Hayward Housing Finance 
Agency. The price range started from $53,950 for a one bedroom unit to 
$86,950 for a three bedrdoom unit. 


Few residential units are demolished or converted to non residential uses 
within Santa Cruz County. Within the fifteen month period from January 1983 
through March 1984 a total of 28 dwelling units received demolition permits 
within the unincorporated County. The majority of these demolitions were made 
to allow for the construction of new dwelling units, often at an increased 
density. Three residential units were converted to other uses. 


The number of residential units which are rehabilitated or renovated into 
higher income residences is impossible to gauge although it is occuring, 
particularly in highly desirable beach and mountain locations. On the other 
hand another group of residences are trickling down to lower income residences 
although the exact number of housing units involved is unknown. The leveling 
of sale price and rent levels as seen in Section III-H seem to indicate that 
these two forces are cancelling out each other. 
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G. MARKET CONSTRAINTS 


The major constraints imposed by the private market involve the direct 
and indirect cost of developing housing, speculation, and the continuing 
costs of financing. 


The direct costs of housing construction are land, site preparation, 
labor, and materials. The indirect costs are primarily financing, marketing, 
escrow, and profit. The Construction Industry Research Board (CIRB) surveyed 
development projects in 1970 and 1976 to estimate the share of major cost 
components of a new 1,600 square foot California single-family home. The CIRB 
updated these estimates for 1978 and 1980. This data, which is included in 
Table IV-G-1, shows a significant increase in all cost components between 1970 
and 1980 resulting in a tripling of housing cost. The proportion of the sales 
price which is attributed to labor and materials has dropped from 56% in 1970 
to 42.5% in 1980. This is a continuation of a trend: labor and materials 
were estimated at 69% of a home's cost in 1949 by the National Association of 
Homebuilders. All other components have increased in their share of the final 
price. Interim financing increased by 465%, the greatest percentage over the 
1970-1980 period. 


A look at these components indicates where cost savings could 
theoretically be made. Smaller lot sizes could reduce the cost of land. 
Additional use of modular and prefabricated housing materials might lower 
labor costs. Decreased government requirements may lessen the cost and 
quality of materials. . 
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TABLE IV-G-1 
CHANGES IN SHARE OF MAJOR COST COMPONENTS 
FOR A NEW SINGLE FAMILY HOUSE 
CALIFORNIA, 1970-1980 


1970 1976 1978 1980 (Approx. )** % Change 
Cost Component Coste S evistribe ip Cost? et0ismr th: Coste pic trip. Costaee aDistrib. (1970-1980) 
Construction 
Labor $ 6,560 20.9% $11,020 18.6% $12,900 17.2% $14,850 ieeey: +126.4% 
Materials 11,020 35.1 17,980 30.4 21,600 28.8 25,920 ZI ga WLS 
Improved Land 6,600 230.0 14,800 25.0 20,100 26.8 26,700 21.8 +304.5 
Financing (interim) 2,040 6.5 5,000 8.5 7,200 9.6 Ie 5530 12.0 +465.2 
Overhead & Profit* 3,770 12.0 7,400 Zend 9,300 12.4 i2 5200 aa 7223.0 
Other* 1,410 4.5 2,900 4.9 3,800 bel 4,800 5-0 +240.4 
Total $31,400 100.0% $59,100 100.0% $74,900 100.0% $96,000 100.0% +205.7% 


Lon) 
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NOTE: The above relates to a 1,600 square foot home with the same site size in 1970 as in 1978. It shows what may be 
described as a composite for the state; wide variations in price and land costs will be found among specific 
communities. 


* Overhead, profit and other costs are residual estimates remaining after determination of construction, land, financing, 
and total costs. 


** 1980 approximated by Construction Industry Research Board based on partial data. 


SOURCE: 1970 data and 1976 data estimated by Construction Industry Research Board based on survey of development projects. 
1978 data estimated by Construction Industry Research Board. 


In a study completed for the California State Assembly, The Rand 
Corporation concluded that the rapid rise of home prices in the 1970s was not, 
however, a result of increasing costs but of speculation: 


"The rapid run-up of home prices between 1974 and 1980 reflects a 

. « . demand, not for shelter but for homeownership as a 
speculative investment. ... those who bought homes during the 
early 1970s benefitted greatly from subsequent increases in the 
market values of their properties. The evidence of such gains 
encouraged increasing numbers of Californians to enter the market as 
either buyers or sellers or both; and the rush to buy drove prices 
up further, confirming buyers in the wisdom of their investments"! 


This Rand Corporation analysis therefore identifies the practice of 
speculation as a significant market constraint on the availability of 
affordable housing. 


The continuing role of financing in contributing to housing availability 
and cost also needs to be more thoroughly examined. If the cost of interim or 
construction, financing is too great, a developer will not be able to afford a 
construction loan and will be unable to build. If the cost of permanent 
mortgage financing is too great, few are able to purchase and units will sit 
on the market. The effect of financing on housing costs is graphically seen 
in Table II l-=H=2 which shows that an increase in mortgage interest rates from 
8-5/8% to 13% increased the effective monthly cost of a home by 70% A 
moderate income family earning $25,000 a year can purchase a home selling for 
$90,000 assuming a mortgage payment/gross income ratio of 33%, a $10,000 down 
payment, and a 8-5/8% interest rate. If the interest rate rises to 13% this 
same family will not be able to afford a home selling for more than $67,000. 


The crisis created by rising financing costs has forced those inovlved in 
the housing market to seek or provide alternate financing. The Carpenters 
Pension Fund has to date entered into at least two agreements providing 
construction loans to developments in the unincorporated county utilizing 
union labor. The County helped form a housing finance agency to provide below 
market rate fixed rate bond financing for first time home buyers. Commercial 
banks and savings institutions boast of graduated payment mortgages and 
adjustable rate mortgages which decrease the cost of borrowing in the initial 
years. Developers "buy down" the cost of a loan for the first 3 or 5 years of 
a loan in order to qualify a purchaser and selling homeowners provide no 
interest second mortgages with balloon payments due in five years. 


While some methods of innovative financing have truly lowered the cost 
of housing others carry with them the potential for future problems. The Rand 
Corporation, ina study for the State Assembly, identified the existence of 
billions of dollars of balloon payment loans as a major housing problem. 


They warned that unless the housing market changes, foreclosure rates may 
skyrocket. 


In summary, it is obvious that housing availability and cost is 
influenced by a great number of market constraints. Only by understanding 
these constraints can the County act positively to help meet the community's 

ing needs, 
Lowry, Ira S., ile aI California's Housing: Adequacy, Availability, & 
Affordability, 19 


? 
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H. GOVERNMENT CONSTRAINTS 


County actions can inadvertently or unexpectedly constrain the expansion 
of housing opportunities. Environmental standards protecting riparian 
corridors, for example, may reduce the supply of housing while preserving a 
desirable feature of the urban environment. Government constraints operating 
in Santa Cruz County can be broken into six basic components: growth 
management, land use and development controls, the development approval 
process, fees and permits, building codes, and Article 34. 


1. GROWTH MANAGEMENT 


The County's growth management plan, Measure J, was approved by County 
voters in June 1978. The six policies contained in this measure, which are 
designed to guide growth and development within the County, are shown on 
Exhibit IV-H-1*. To implement these poicies Measure J requires the County 
Board of Supervisors to enact ordinances "to regulate the character, location, 
amount, and timing of future residential and other development in Santa Cruz 
County". Relating to population growth the initiative requires the 
"establishment, each year, of an annual population growth goal which shall 
limit population growth during that year to an amount which represents Santa 
Cruz County's fair share of the statewide population growth". Although this 
plan limits the supply of housing, its implementation allowed the County to 
grow at arate in excess of the statewide rate and within the bounds of the 
local economic base. The annual growth rate set by the Board of Supervisors 
in the 7 years since the passage of Measure J has averaged 2.0%. 


The most thorough analysis of the effects of growth management on housing 
cost in Santa Cruz County is within Susan G Blair's unpublished thesis "A 
Case Study of the Effects & Perceptions of Santa Cruz County's Growth 
Management Plan" (May 1982). 


This study applies the supply and demand theory to show that the cost of 
new and existing housing tends to increase when crowth controls are placed on 
housing. The thesis quotes Rick Santee, then President of the Santa Cruz 
County Builders’ Exchange, that the increase in the waiting period to obtain a 
building permit has been a major cause for increased housing cost. This is 
due to the costs of holding land prior to development and anticipated 
increases in interest rates, fees, materials and labor. Other builders 
interviewed mentioned cost increases due to new conditions for natural 
resource protection, payment of school impact fees, and the requirement that 
15% of new units be priced below market. 


The actual housing cost increase which can be attributed to growth 
management is impossible to accurately estimate. Seymour |. Schwartz, in a 
study of the effects of the Petaluma Growth Management System, estimated that 
"increases in the price of new housing in Petaluma which are possibly 
attibutable to growth control are between $4000 and $7000 depending on the 
house size"! Professor Schwartz continued, however, that "it is possible that 
other market factors not related to growth control are responsible, at least 
partially, for the observed results". 


*A complete text of Measure J is included as an appendix to the Housing Element 
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EXHIBIT IV-H-1 
THE GROWTH MANAGEMENT POLICIES AS CONTAINED - 
IN CHAPTER 17.01 OF SANTA CRUZ COUNTY CCDE (MEASURE digas : 


17.01.030 POLICIES. The findings made in this Chapter identify 
environmental, economic, and housing problems caused by or 
associated with the rapid population growth and development of 
Santa Cruz County. It is hereby determined that in order to 
minimize or eliminate such problems, and to assure the public 
health, safety, and welfare, the following policies shall guide the 
future growth and development of Santa Cruz County. 


(a) Preserve Agricultural Lands. It shall be the policy of 
Santa Cruz County that prime agricultural lands and lands which 
are economically productive when used for agriculture shall be 


preserved for agricultural use. 


(>)* "Distinguish “Urban"sand.."Rural". Areas.« 2t shald, De wthe 
policy of Santa Cruz County to preserve a distinction between 
areas in the County which are "urban", and areas which are 
~Curat oo eDivisions) ofeland cin. rural-areasishall be 
discouraged, and new residential developments shall be 
encouraged to locate in urban areas. 


(c) Urban Area Protection. It shall be the policy of Santa 
Cruz County to insure that new development in the 
unincorporated "urban" areas does not proceed without the 
provision of adequate services which will enhance the quality 
of life for current and future residents of these urban areas; 
the County Capital Improvement Plan shall reflect this 


commitment. 


(d) Annual Population Growth Limit. It shall be the policy of 


Santa Cruz County to set an annual population growth for this 
County which shall limit growth to that amount which represents 
Santa Cruz County's fair share of each year's statewide 
population growth. - 


(e) Housing for.:Persons with Average Incomes. It shall be the 


policy of Santa’Cruz County that at least 15 percent of those 
housing units newly constructed for sale or rental each year 
shall be capable of purchase or rental by persons with average 
or below average incomes. i 


(£) Resource Protection. It shall be the policy of Santa Cruz 
County to prevent the division or other development of lands 
which contain timber resources, mineral resources, and wildlife 
habitat or other natural resources, except when any such 
development is conditioned so as to prevent the loss of or 
damage to-such resources. (Ord. -2561.2, %775/78) 


me =: 


The strength of other factors in determining housing prices can be seen 
in the fact that although County housing prices increased by 64% between 1976 
and 1978, the two years prior to Measure J, they increased by a more modest 
26% from 1978 to 1980 the two years following Measure J's adoption (Figure 
Ill-H-1). This statistic indicates that other factors, such as the strength 
of the economy and interest rates, influence housing costs much more greatly 
than growth management. 


Susan Blair's thesis also presented the likelihood that Measure J has 
decreased or stabilized the price of both farm and vacant land. This is due 
to the restrictions on the conversion of agricultural land to other uses, the 
restriction of building permits, and increased environmental protection. 


Measure J includes provisions which were intended to fulfill! the County's 
responsibilities for affordable housing. These provisions require that at 
least 15% of all new housing constructed in the unincorporated County be 
affordabie to average or below average income households. MELO TO 
implementation of growth management, little non-subsidized housing was 
constructed which was affordable by this income group. 


Although no definitive studies have been conducted by the public or 
private sector to ascertain the affect of growth management on the price of 
housing, it is probable that there will be a slight overall increase in price 
for 85% of the units authorized and that the price of the remaining 15% will 
be substantially lower. 


2. LAND USE AND DEVELOPMENT CONTROLS 


The power to assign land use categories, zoning densities, and site 
improvement standards is perhaps the most powerful tool at the local level 
influencing the provision of housing. 


The major land use and site control factors which influence the 
availability and cost of housing are: 


Lot size 

Lot frontage 

Setbacks 

Percentage of land for street dedication 
Percentage of land for non=-street dedication 
Road pavement width 

Street curbing 

Sidewalk 

Type of sewage disposal system 


ce) (6) (e) Ke) (e@) (ey (0) ley (©) 


Taking this into consideration the County can act to increase the housing 
supply by constantly considering the impact of land use decisions on housing 
availability and cost. 
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Specifically the County should: 


ae Permit reduced lot sizes in urban areas with adequate public 
services. 


be Permit zero lot line subdivisions in urban areas with adequate 
public services. 


Co Increase the acreage designated as medium and high density 
residential so as to permit the construction of apartments, 
condominiums, townhouses, and mobile home parks. 


d. Increase height limitations in appropriate urban areas TO 
encourage multi-family residential construction. 


These steps are intended to encourage the private sector to produce the 
greatest amount of least-cost, unsubsidized housing. In addition, the County 
has implemented an incentive zoning program which allows developments with a 
greater than required number of affordable housing units to receive higher 
densities than otherwise allowed. 


3. THE DEVELOPMENT APPROVAL PROCESS 


The development approval process represents a potential constraint to the 
provision of housing. The processing time for a major development can exceed 
12 months and this adds substantially to overall project costs. 


Recognizing the existence of inconsistencies and unneeded delays in the 
permit process, the Board of Supervisors in 1983 took several actions to 
streamline the development process. Among these were: 


a) The Planning Department was designated as the central clearinghouse 
for permit-related information in an important step to standardize 
and consolidate information at one convenience location fcr the 
public. 


b) The County Planning Department has completed a "Citizen's Guide to 
the Permit Process in Santa Cruz County". This document clearly 
outlines the development review process for development applicants. 


c) The Development Review Group (DRG) was established by the Board of 
Supervisors after requests for such a body by local developers. 
This group provides an opportunity for applicants proposing complex 
projects to meet and confer with technical representatives of the 
appropriate governmental agencies in a structured but informal 
meeting to discuss preliminary project plans. Applicants and their 
technical representatives are able to ascertain specific County 
requirements and to discuss preliminary project plans. The DRG is a 
required procedure for subdivisions and commercial projects of 
greater than 15,000 square feet; it is optional for other 
applicants. The result of the DRG meeting is the issuance of 
written findings to the applicant identifying issues, specifying 
additional information that will be required with the complete 
application, and outlining fees and a schedule for project review. 
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EXHIBIT IV-H-2 


THE PERMIT PROCESS: AN OVERVIEW 


PROJECT REVIEW 


Project review begins when an APPLICATION is filed. Each 
project--additions, single-family houses, greenhouses, 20-unit 
developments, etc.--is looked at in terms of its SIZE, COM- 
PLEXITY, and LOCATION. 


SIZE - square footage, QUNDeLreOLeUunItCSeOLelOtS, etc 


COMPLEXITY - does it have many parts, phases, different 


types of units or uses, policy issues to be resolved, 
etc. . 


LOCATION’ ="uUrban;, ‘rural, coastal, tault zone, adjacent to 
a creek or stream, etc. Location is frequently the 


factor which may complicate an otherwise straightforward 
project. 


Each proposed project is then reviewed for consistency with 
all COUNTY ORDINANCES. The above factors--size, complexity, 
and location--determine which ordinances are applicable. The 
ordinances implement the County General Plan and include poli- 
cies and regulations about such things as: 


zoning 

grading 

erosion control 

uses of agricultural land 
building regulations 
development in coastal areas 
Significant tree preservation 
geologic hazards 

sensitive habitat preservation 
etc. 


The ordinances are adopted by the Board of Supervisors after 
public hearings at the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. 
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WHERE DECISIONS GET MADE 


Decisions to approve or deny projects are made in two major 
ways: 


e ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW 
e PUBLIC HEARING REVIEW 


The level of review depends on the type, size, complexity, and 
location of the project. In general, small, simple, and rela- 
tively minor projects are reviewed and approved at the admin- 
istrative level; larger, more complex, and major projects are 
reviewed and approved at the public hearing level. 


Administrative Review 


There are four types, or LEVELS, of administrative review: 


LEVEL 1: no plans required (e.g., electrical permits) 
LEVEL 2: construction plans required (e.g., decks) 


LEVEL 3: plans & field visit required (e.g., single- 
family house) 


LEVEL 4: notice of administrative action required 
(e.g., guesthouses, boundary adjustments) | 


Appeals of administrative decisions may be made to the Planning 
Director or, through your County Supervisor, to the Board of 
Supervisors. After a decision is made, one or more permits are 
issued. 


Public Hearing Review 


There are three types, or LEVELS, of public hearing review: 


LEVEL 5: Zoning Administrator (e.g., 2-4 residential 
units, small commercial projects) 


LEVEL 6: Planning Commission (e.g., 5-19 units, large 
commercial projects) 


LEVEL 7: Board of Supervisors (e.g., complex or major 
projects, policy changes) 


Decisions of one hearing body may be appealed to the next 
higher body (e.g., a decision of the Zoning Administrator may 
be appealed to the Planning Commission). After a decision is 
made, one or more permits are issued. 


TYPES OF PERMITS 


There are four types of permits issued by the Planning Depart- 
ment : 


DEVELOPMENT PERMIT - to define conditions of use of a 
parcel. The Development Permit allows you to develop 
your property according to the policies and regulations 
that affect it. 


LAND DIVISION PERMIT - to create new lots. The Land 
Division Permit applies to minor land divisions (creat- 
ing 2-4 lots) and subdivisions (5+ lots). 


POLICY AMENDMENT - to change the County General Plan, 
Local Coastal Program, or other policies and regulations. 


BUILDING PERMIT - to begin actual construction on the 
ground. The Building Permit is issued following approval 
of the first three types of permits. For some projects, 
only a Building Permit is required. 


Permits for things such as septic tanks, water connections, 
encroachment onto a public right-of-way, etc., are issued by 
OTHER DEPARTMENTS. During the initial review of your project 


--generally after you apply for a Development Permit--you will 
be informed about which of these types of permits you will need 
to get. 


Where to Go for More Information 


Appeals See APPEALS, p. 9-1 
Fees See FEES, p. 3-l 
Levels of Review County Code Section 18.10 
Other Departments See WHERE TO GO FOR HELP, p. 15-1 
Permits See APPROVED PERMITS, p. 6-1 
See HOW TO APPLY FOR A PERMIT, p. 5-1 
County Codewsection 13.10 
Ordinances See APPLICABLE COUNTY ORDINANCES, 
p. 14-1 
Volume II of County Codes 
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THE PERMIT PROCESS: AN OVERVIEW 


APPLICATION 


Review by Other 
Departments 


Consistency with 
County Ordinances 


Administrative - Levels 1-4 


DECISION 


Or 


Public Hearing - Levels 5-7 


Development Permit 


Land Division Permit 


Policy Amendment _ 
Building Permit 


This exhibit is taken directly from the "Citizens Guide to the Permit Process in. 
Santa Cruz County. The complete "Citizens Guide" is an appendix to the Housing 


Element. 
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These efforts were made to implement recommendations of the Permit 
Processing Task Force. This task force was composed of representatives of the 
major County agencies involved in reviewing developments and many of the 
recommendations of this group were first suggested by members of the 
development community. The implementation of these recommendations will be 
monitored in the coming months and years to insure that their desired goals 
are met. 


4. FEES AND PERMITS 


Before housing can be constructed, an infrastructure of sewers, streets, 
street lighting, water, and utilities must be provided or be available. In 
addition, police, schools, library, public health, and general administrative 
capabilities must be available if the housing provided is to satisfy 
acceptable public standards. In the urban sections of Santa Cruz County, 
public services are provided by a collection of special districts, local 
governments, and private utility companies. In the more rural areas, such 
improvements are often not provided. Because of Proposition 13 and other 
ballot measures reducing the tax obligation of California residents, it is 
evident that local governments have limited funds with which to provide 
services. 


For this reason the County has structured development fees to closely 
match the direct cost of providing public services. For example, sewer hook- 
up fees within the County Sanitation District (mid-county) are assessed at 
$1100 per new residential unit for a maximum of 18 fixture units. Park 
dedication fees vary from $386 for a multi-family unit outside of urbanized 
areas to $1176 for a single family unit in the La Selva, Aptos, Live Oak, ana 
Pajaro planning areas where the need of public parks greatly exceeds their 
availability. Although these fees add to the cost of housing, the benefit of 
a liveable residential environment they provide is believed to greatly 
outweigh the cost. 


The fees for processing development applications and building permits are 
tied to the cost of providing service. Applicant requested General Plan 
amendments are charged according to the exact number of hours taken in 
processing the application. Other planning and building fees are based on the 
estimated amount of staff time and related costs. An estimate of development 
fees which would be charged on a single family detached home and on a 15-unit 
subdivision (as of December 1984) are shown in Exhibit IV-H=3. Experience has 
shown that these fees are within the range charged in other communities. 


5. BUILDING CODES AND ENFORCEMENT 


While minimum building codes are essential to ensure safe housing, 
additional standards controlling design or safety may increase the cost of 
housing unnecessarily. The County enforces the Uniform Building Code (UBC), 
and related trade codes, within the unincorporated County. These codes are 
used in jurisdictions throughout California. 
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While the application of UBC standards to new construction is felt to be 
reasonable, its strict application to rehabilitation is not always reasonable. 
For this reason the state has developed separate Housing Rehabilitation 
Guidelines which can be used by property owners repairing a dwelling with 
methods and materials similar to those originally used. These guidelines 
reflect a relaxing of the UBC without jeopardizing public health and safety. 


Additionally the state has promulgated a set of regulations which can be 
applied to limited density owner built rural dwellings in lieu of the UBC. 
These standards, called "Cabin standards" or "Class K housing standards", 
allow experimental or innovative building techniques which are not felt to be 
appropriate in more urban areas. Examples of the type of residential systems 
allowed are composting toilets and low voltage electrical systems. 


6. ARTICLE 34 


A peculiarity of the California State Constitution is Article 34. This 
Article, adopted by the voters in 1954, requires referendum approval of all 
low=rent housing projects developed, constructed or acquired in any manner by 
any state or local government. 


In June 1978 voters approved a ballot referendum authorizing the Santa 
Cruz County Housing Authority to construct up to 300 lower cost units. A year 
later a referendum sponsored by a joint task force of City and County Housing 
Advisory Commission members and private developers proposing authorization of 
250 additional lower cost units was approved by 62% of the electorate, This 
experience in conducting a local campaign, the public's support for lower cost 
housing, the technical assistance provided by the State HCD Article 34 
Clearinghouse, and the realization of a common interest by the local real 
estate and development community have been successful in passing housing 
referendums. Presumably a similar coalition can be formed in the future as 
needed. 
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EXHIBIT IV-H=3 
DEVELOPMENT FEE EXAMPLES 


A one story single family dwelling in the urban area 
(APN 31-041-53) 


Application Review Fee 
o Level 3 


Technical Review Fee 
o Erosion Control 
o Zoning Plan Check 


Building Inspection Fees 
o Plan Check 
o Inspection 


Service & Capital Improvement Fees 

oO Roadside Improvements - 
Urban Area 

o Roadway Improvement - 
Urban Area 

o Gross Road Transportation 
Improvement Area 

o Park Dedication 


($75,851) 


Public Works & District Fees 
o Drainage 
o Sewer Connection 
Oo Soquel School Impact Fee 
o City of Santa Cruz Water 
District Hook-Up Fee 
o Driveway Encroachment Permit 


{$ 3,579) 
(DEO polo? 


* Based on 2,800 sq.ft. of impervious surface at $0.25/sq.ft. 
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A 15 unit (2 bedroom one bath) townhouse development within the coastal 
zone, urban area (with two inclusionary units) 
(APN 27-051-25) 


Application Review Fee 
o Level 6 
o Development Review Group Dio 


($i,015) 


Technical Review Fees 


o Erosion Control ee Pde. 
o Subdivision, 5-19 parcels 1,488 
o Residential, 5-19 units 1,970 
o Environmental Assessment 280 
© Coastal Permit, Major 700 
o Riparian Pre-Site 105 


($ 4,808) 


Building/ Inspection Fees 
o Plan Check $°25467 
o Inspection 4,600 


($ 7,067) 


Service & Capital Improvement Fees 
o Roadside Improvements - 


Urban Area $24,000 or instal | 
o Roadway Improvements — 

Urban area 9,000 or instal | 
o Live Oak Transportation 

Improvement Area eau 
o Park Dedication 

13 market-rate units x $1176 15,288 


($49,518) 


Public Works & District Fees 


o Drainage $ 7,500* 
o Sewer Connection 16,500 
o Live Oak School Impact 

Fee 3,000 


o City of Santa Cruz Water 
district Hook Up @ 


$1204 a unit 18,060 
o Subdivision Map & Improve= 

ment Plan Review 1 ,440** 
o Public Improvement Inspection 1 ,440** 


£347,940) 
TOTAL ($110,348) 


* Based on 30,000 sq.ft. of impervious service at $0.25/sq.ft. 
** Based on 40 hours of review at $36/hr. 
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1. | ENERGY CONSERVATION 


Rriontos thes970is,.~ac commun! tys|.ikeaSantan Cruz. wiledtb it smmildd 
mediteranean climate, had little incentive to conserve energy. Gas and 
electricity costs were so low that energy conserving design and insulation 
were not obviously cost effective, Beginning in 1973 energy costs jumped and 
Santa Cruz residents, like all Americans, became concerned about the cost. In 
1980 alone the price of electricity in Santa Cruz County increased 55%, and 
the cost of natural gas rose 43%. For this reason Santa Cruz County has taken 
actions to conserve the amount of energy used in both new and existing homes. 


1. THE DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION OF INDIVIDUAL UNITS 


Since January 1, 1983 the County has required that all new construction 
in the unincorporated County comply with new Title 24 Residential Energy 
Standards. This local action was taken in advance of the requirements 
becoming mandatory statewide. 


Analysis has shown that homes built under this criterion will use only 
half the energy consumed by homes constructed previously. These standards can 
be met two different ways. Builders can follow a performance approach and 
meet a required "energy budget" or can follow one of a number of approved 
design standards. For example, the "A" package uses a passive solar design 
with proper solar orientation and thermal mass (heat absorbing material). The 
"B" package utilizes a more traditional design that is very well insulated. 
The "C" package is a less insulated version of package "B" that includes solar 
hot water heating. In all packages a residence must also contain specified 
levels of upgraded insulation and/or weatherization features which exceed 
previous standards. 


2. THE DESIGN OF RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENTS 

The design criteria for residential districts have been revised to take 
into consideration the needs for energy efficiency. The County reviews 
proposed developments to insure that: 


fe) Living areas are oriented toward the south to take maximum advantage 
of solar heating and cooling 


fe) Interior roads are designed to facilitate solar orientation 


fe) Buildings are designed to protect solar access to neighboring 
structures and vacant parcels 


fe) Street trees used facilitate solar heating and cooling 


V4 


3. REHABILITATION AND RETROFIT 


On November 1, 1983, Santa Cruz County began requiring the instal lation 
of cost-effective weatherization techniques in connection with the sale or 
transfer of all residential buildings of four or more units. These 
requirements were implemented because owners of rental properties frequently 
do not pay for utilities, and therefore do not experience the same economic 
incentives to weatherize their buildings as other property owners. Tenants 
are also reluctant to invest in weatherization improvements as they may not 
live in the building long enough to recover the cost of the improvements 
through utility savings. 


These requirements, contained in Chapter 12.22 of County Code, require: 


fe) Ceiling insulation to a minimum resistance level of R-19 provided 
that existing ceiling insulation is less than R-11 


fe) Weatherstripping of all doors and windows 

fe) Water heater insulation to a minimum installed thermal resistance of 
R=-6 

fe) Low-flow showerhead or in-line flow restrictors which limit water 


flow to a rate of 2.75 gallons per minute provided that existing 
devices have an effective flow rate of 3.0 gallons per minute or 
greater. 


fo) Caulking or sealing of all major cracks, joints and other openings 
in building exterior 


° Insulation of the ducts, plenums, and fitting joints of all heating 
equipment in unheated areas 


In order to avoid imposing an economic hardship, the County will in no 
case require expenditures in excess of $1000 per unit to comply with this 
ordinance, and in most cases expenditures will be substantially less. 


4. AN ASSESSMENT OF ENERGY CONSERVATION COST 


The County's energy standards affect housing consumers by potentially 
increasing the costs related to greater insulation, double glazing, weather 
stripping, etc. These costs may increase building prices and may therefore 
require either additional financing or higher rents. The specific rise in 
costs varies by type and size of buildings and the conservation features 
selected. 


In a report issued by the California Energy Commission (CEC), the initial 
costs of complying with Title 24 energy standards for a 1,384 square foot 
single family home were estimated. Within Climate Zone 3, which reaches along 
the California coast from southern Mendocino County to northern Monterey 
County, the initial cost is estimated at $1,296. This amount is equal toa 
one percent increase in sales price. The monthly cost of these improvements, 
amortized over 30 years at 13% annual interest is $11.47. 
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The CEC noted that the resulting savings from energy conservation will 
more than offset the additional cost. The Commission analyzed the monthly 
energy cost savings for a 1,384 square foot home in San Francisco, which | ike 
Santa Cruz is in Climate Zone 3. In 1981-2 the monthly savings amounted, to 
$14.92, or $3.45 less than the amortized cost, when compared with a home 
constructed under previous Title 24 standards. 


The cost of compliance with the County's requirements for retrofitting 
multi-family buildings is also estimated as cost-effective. The CEC estimated 
the typical cost of installing R-19 attic insulation, weatherstripping, 
caulking, water heater blanket, and a low-flow showerhead to be $3,194 for a 
ten-unit residential building which had none of these measures to begin with. 
The typical energy savings the first year were estimated at $2,210 which would 
indicate total payback on the investment within 18 months. 


The cost of meeting the County's energy related residential development 
requirements is estimated to be nominal. 


5. PROXIMITY OF HOUSING TO JOBS/SERVICES 


The Land Use Element of the County's General Plan determines the location 
and density of residential developments in the unincorporated County. A 
parcel's proximity to highways, transit, employment, and public services are 
all taken into consideration in determining whether a residential parcel is 
best suited for high density, low density, suburban or rural residential. Any 
request for an amendment to the Land Use Element would be reviewed by these 
criteria. 


In addition the County requires land dedications from developments when 
the parcel is in an area needing future road widening or transit stops. 
Storage spaces for bicycles are also required for multi-family and commercial 
developments located within the urban area. 
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J. SPECIAL NEED GROUPS 


There are five groups whose social and housing needs deserve particular 
note in this housing element. These groups are racieél and ethnic minorities, 
the elderly, female-headed families, the handicapped, and farm workers. 


1. RACIAL AND ETHNIC MINORITIES 


According to the 1980 census the major minority group in Santa Cruz 
County are Spanish origin: 27,648 County residents were listed in the 1980 
census as being of Spanish origin. Over half of these residents live with the 
City of Watsonville and adjoining unincorporated Freedom area. Forty-nine 
percent of Watsonville's population and forty-four percent of Freedom's 
population was composed of Spanish origin. 


Over half of the County's Hispanics, 18,567 people, speak Spanish as 
their primary language. Over forty percent of these people do not speak 
English well; the vast majority of those not comfortable or skilled in English 
are adults. This statistic shows that a sizeable proportion of County 
residents are not fully assimilated into the primary culture. 


Other statistics within the 1980 census clearly show that Santa Cruz 
residents of Spanish origin are educationally and economically behind other 
residents. Only 39% of Hispanics aged 25 and over have completed high school, 
compared with 78% of the overall County population. Forty-eight percent of 
Hispanic workers are employed in farming, or as oper-tors, fabricators, and 
laborers compared with eighteen percent of the general population. The 1980 
unemployment rate of Hispanics was 16.7% compared with an overall rate of 
7.9%. Nineteen percent of Spanish origin households had incomes below the 
poverty line while only 12% of all County households had incomes below this 
level. 


Hispanic households spent a smaller amount for rent: the median contract 
rent was $250 compared with an overall median of $274. Likewise Spanish 
origin homeowners had homes valued at a median $70,300 compared to the County 
census median value of $93,800. Of special note is the fact that househclds 
of Spanish origin are five and half times more likely to live in overcrowded 
residences than the general population. Thirty-three percent of Hispanic 
households live in overcrowded housing. Nineteen percent of all Hispanics 
households are severely overcrowded with more than 1.51 people per room. 


The statistics presented for other minorities show that their plight is 


similar to that of Hispanics, although it is generally less severe. 
Statisticsfor unemployment rates and poverty status are shown in Table IV-J-1 
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TABLE |V—J-1 
POVERTY STATUS AND UNEMPLOYMENT RATES 
BY RACE AND ETHNIC ORIGIN, SANTA CRUZ COUNTY 
1980 


Percentage of Households 
With Income Below 


Racial/Ethnic Group Poverty Level Unemployment Rate 
White ab egey 7.3% 
Black 19.7% 13.0% 
Native American 21.9% 11.0% 
Asian/Pacific Islander 12.4% 8.6% 
Other 20.9% 15.6% 
TOTAL 12.2% 7.9% 
Spanish Origin, Any Race 18.9% 16.7% 


SOURCE : U.S. Census 1980 


2. THE ELDERLY 


As shown in Section ||I-C the proportion of elderly residents within the 
entire County population is shrinking, although the number of residents aged 
65 and over continues to increase. 


Many elderly households live on fixed incomes which cannot stretch to 
meet increased housing costs. The 1980 census indicated that 75% of elderly 
households own the home they live in, compared with 49% of the County 
population in general. This fact is a financial blessing to these elderly 
homeowners as housing costs are generally set. It also means, however, that 
many senior citizens may reside in a home which is larger than their lifestyle 
requires and larger than they can easily maintain. 


It is generally believed that senior citizens require modestly sized 
units which are near shopping and public transit. These features help provide 
for independent living. Low rent housing is needed by those seniors living on 
fixed incomes. 
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3. SINGLE PARENT FAMILIES 


Single parents often have difficulties providing adequate housing for 
their families. This is due to the fact that a single adult must split his or 
her time between actively caring for children and earning a living. Eighty 
percent of single parent families in Santa Cruz County are headed by women. 
Women have long been at a disadvantage in the work force, and work 
disproportionately in low paying positions. The 1980 census shows women 
working disproportionately in the broad areas of administrative support and 
services. The occupations in these areas are primarily clerical, food 
preparation, and personal services. Women also work heavily in the areas of 
health assessment/treating, teching (except post-secondary), retail/perscnal 
service sales, and textile, apparel and furnishing machine operating. 
Occupations in these areas tend to be low paying and offer few employment 
benefits. 


Women who find themselves as sole support for a family have difficulties 
providing all the financial and other needs inherent in family life. The 
needs of school and preschool children also take their toll to a family budget 
through the cost of childcare or the time demands caused by a child's 
illnesses and vacations. The continuing presence of housing discrimination 
against families with children most greatly effects female headed families, 
who have fewer financial resources to compete in the housing market. 


Table IV-J-2 shows the number of single parent families in the County and 
a comperison of the proportion of female headed households with children which 
are below the poverty line. A comparison of the mean income of female headed 
families with other families is shown in Table IV-J-3. The census also shows 
a correlation between female headed families and racial and ethnic minority 
status, as seen on Table IV-J=-4, 
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TABLE IV-J=-2 
SINGLE PARENT FAMILIES AND THE POVERTY LEVEL 
SANTA CRUZ COUNTY, 1980 


Santa Scotts Watson= Unincor= 

Capitola Cruz Valley ville porated 
All Ze20D 8,979 1,899 5 ,864 ZEGoOn 
Families 
Female Headed Bp) 1,106 120 650 Thee oe) 
Families with 
Children 
(no husband 
present) 
Male Headed el 242 36 ie ge 694 
Families with 
Children 
(no wife 
present) 
All Families 269 906 64 574 Ze0CL 
Below 1979 (11.9%) (10%) (3.4%) (9.8%) (7.4%) 
Poverty Level 
Female Headed 114 424 13 209 669 
Families with (34.0%) (38 .3%) (10.8%) (S562 no (28 .3%) 
Children and 
Below the 1979 
Povery Level 
SOURCE: U.S. Census, 1980 

TABLE IV—J-3 


MEAN INCOME OF FEMALE-HEADED FAMILIES 
AND OTHER FAMILIES, SANTA CRUZ COUNTY, 1980 


Family Lype Mean Income 
Female Headed Families 
with children under 18 $10,197 
without children under 18 ll 5200 
Married Couple Families 
with children under 18 28,025 
without children under 18 26 ,418 
One Worker Family 22,010 


SOURCE : U.S. Census, 1980 
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County 
Total 
46 ,362 


4,515 


(ige 


3,840 
(8.34) 


1,429 
(31.2%) 


TABLE IV-J-4 
PROPORTION OF HOUSEHOLDS WITH 
CHILDREN WHICH ARE FEMALE-HEADED 
BY RACE AND ETHNIC ORIGIN, SANTA CRUZ COUNTY 


1980 
Percentage of Households With Children 

Racial/Ethnic Group Which Are Female Headed 
White 5.5% 
Black 12.3% 
Native American 9.0% 
Asian/Pacific Islander Una ie 
Other 9.8% 

TOTAL 5.7% 
Spanish Origin, Any Race 11.0% 


4. THE HANDICAPPED 


The 1980 census showed a total of 9775 people in Santa Cruz County aged 
16 to 64 who have a work disability. Of these 4,160 are able to work despite 
their disability. Of the 5,615 who are not in the jabor force, 78% are not in 
the labor force because they are prevented from doing so by their disability. 
Within the unincorporated County lived 5,399 disabled people between 16 and 
64. 2331 of these individuals were within the workforce. 


The California Department of Rehabilitation has estimated that the number 
of handicapped people, aged 16 to 64 is much higher than indicated in the 
census. In 1979 the department listed a total of 23,560 individuals between 
these ages who had a major disabling condition, 11,580 of these had physical 
disorders. 


Table IV-J-5 outlines the disabilities categorized by the state, 


The percentage of County residents aged 16 to 64 who have a disability 
which makes it difficult, or impossible, for them to use public transit is 
listed at 1.3% according to the census. This percentage rises to 14.8% for 
senior citizens aged 65 and up. Over half of both age groups experiencing a 
transit disability reside in the unincorporated County. 


The handicapped have different housing problems than other County 
residents. Those with physical disabilities related to movement often require 
special features such as ramps, specially designed kitchens and restroom 
facilities, wide hallways, and the removal of physical barriers. In 
addition, units for the handicapped should be designed to provide minimum 
maintenance, modest size, single story movement, and easy access to communi ty 
facilities and services. 
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TABLE IV-J=5 
DISABLED NONINSTITUTIONAL POPULATION 16-64 YEARS OLD 
BY MAJOR DISABLING SUL SANTA CRUZ COUNTY 
1979 


Needing Vocational 


ee ee Rehabilitation Services 
Total 234000 4,630 
Sensory Disorders 2,240 670 
Blind 170 40 
Other Visual Impairment 410 130 
Deaf 520 140 
Other Hearing Impairmen 1,140 360 
Physical Disorders 11,580 1,190 
Amputation and Orthopedic 
Disabilities 4,420 440 
Epilepsy 230 40 
Heart Disease $3540 160 
Speech Impairment 310 40 
Digestive Disorder 970 100 
Other Physical Disabilities 4,110 410 
Mental Disorders 9,740 Lalo 
Mental Illness 840 360 
Mental Retardation 1,490 270 
Drug Addiction or Alcohol ism 6,340 LO 
Other Character Disorders? 1,070 390 


1 Parts may not add to totals due to independent rounding. Persons with mcre 
than one disorder are counted only once. 


2 Other character disorders include behavioral problems. Some ex-offenders 
are included in this category. 


SOURCE : California Department of Rehabilitation 


5. FARMWORKERS! 


Farmworkers play a vital role in the economy of Santa Cruz County making 
agriculture a multi-million dollar industry. Some may denigrate the 
importance of meeting the housing need of farmworkers because they believe 
farmworkers are migrant and therefore not in need of permanent dwellings. 
This misconception is disproven by recent reports on farmworkers. The 


ADR ae ruc es ; ; , : 
Much of this subsection was taken directly from AMBAG's Regional Housing 
Needs Report, 1980-1990 
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California Commission of Housing and Community Development in their Farmworker 
Housing Assistance Plan state that "while seasonal workers represent 40 
percent of the average total annual farm labor force, two-thirds of this work 
force is composed of local residents". An even higher percentage of 
farmworker households are permanent residents in Santa Cruz County, as shown 
in a local study conducted by the County Housing Authority. Growers often 
prefer hiring workers who have previously worked for them which encourages 
more stable residence. The fact that some parts of the county have more than 
one crop in a year also encourages more stable residence. 


The 1980 census listed 3,159 workers, or 4.3% of the County's resident 
labor force as working in "agriculture, forestry, and fishing". Approximately 
90% of these live in the unincorporated County. The state Employment 
Development Department (EDD) estimates that an annual average of 5,725 people 
work in agriculture in the County. The difference between these two figures 
is at least partially accounted for by agricultural workers who labor within 
the County but who permanently reside in neighboring Monterey County or 
elsewhere. The EDD further estimated that a total of 2,970 seasonal workers 
were employed in 1979 in the County during the peak month of October. Of this 
number 1,610 were local residents while the remaining 1,360 were migrants who 
traveled more than 50 miles to obtain work. 


Farmworkers have a difficult time finding and affording housing due to 4 
combination of limited English language skills, large family size, and low 
household incomes. Compounding the problem is the fact that many units 
constructed for seasonal occupancy by single men are now used year-round by 
laborers and their families. Overcrowding is also fairly common for 
farmworkers households in the Monterey Bay region, 30% of which are made up of 
5 or more people. This is significantly higher than the average household 
size in the region, which is 2.71. Statistics from a 1975 survey conducted by 
the state EDD found that 98% of all farmworkers can't afford market-rate 
housing, and 77% can't even afford subsidized housing. 


6. LARGE HOUSEHOLDS 


The 1980 census showed that households with 6 or more people comprise 
4.2% of all County households, and 4.3% of all unincorporated County 
households. The comparison by political jurisdiction varies widely from 1% 
within the City of Capitola to 9% within the City of Watsonville. This 
difference is explained in part by the large elderly population in Capitola 
and the large Hispanic population in Watsonville. This would indicate that 
the unincorporated South County has a significantly higher proportion of large 
families than the County average. 


When large households are broken down into those who own their own homes 
and renters, an interesting comparison can be made. Large families own their 
Own home more often than the general population in the unincorporated County 
and the cities of Capitola, Santa Cruz, and Scotts Valley while large 
households in Watsonville are much less |ikely to own their own homes than 
other Watsonville residents. Thirty-four percent of the large households in 
Watsonville are owner=occupants compared to fifty percent of all Watsonville 
residents. This would indicate that the large households in the North County 
are more secure economically than their equivalents in the South County. 
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The numbers of large households in the County, by political jurisdiction, 
is presented in Table |V-J-6. 


TABLE IV-J-6 
LARGE HOUSEHOLDS BY HOUSING TENURE 
SANTA CRUZ COUNTY, 1980 


Large Large Large Househol ds 
Owner-Occupied Rental-Occupied As A Percent Of 

Households Households Tetal Households 
Capitola 22 ee 1.0% 
Santa Cruz ZiT 218 2.6% 
Scotts Valley 55 11 2.6% 
Watsonville 250 487 9.0% 
Unincorporated 11-92 555 4.3% 
County Total 1,736 eae 4.2% 


SOURCE : U.S. Census, 1980 


Although large households comprise a relatively smal! proportion of total 
households, three and four bedroom homes continue to be needed, particularly 
in the Watsonville area. 
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K. | HOUSING IN THE COASTAL ZONE 


In 1982 the County's Local Coastal Plan was certified by the State 
Coastal Commission and the County assumed the authority to issue coastal 
permits. This was an important step for the County because of the 
significance of the coastal region to County residents andd because iT 
includes the County's most urbanized area extending along the Monterey Bay 


coastline. 


Table IV-K-1 indicates the number of permits which have been issued 
within the Coastal Zone between January 1, 1982 and March 31, 1984. 


The County's success at attracting federally assisted housing within the 
Coastal Zone is seen in Table IV-K=-1: over 20% of all Coastal Zone housing was 
constructed within publically assisted developments. An additional 6% was 
constructed as affordable ownership housing constructed pursuant to the 
County's affordable housing program. 


Few housing units have been demolished in the 27 month period since 
January 1982. Most of these units were demolished to make way for new 
residential development. The largest demolition application has been for 2 
units which has not triggered the County's requirement for providing 
replacement housing. 
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TABLE IV-K-1 
COASTAL ZONE! 
RESIDENTIAL BUILDING PERMITS 
UNINCORPGRATED SANTA CRUZ COUNTY 
JANUARY 1982 to MARCH 1984 


Market Rate Afferdeble Housing SoS IC a Conversions UG 
1982 251 1634 14 2 1 
1983 320 -0- 39 4 -0- 
1984 62 -0- ° 1 5 -0- 
(Jan. - March) a a as — 
TOTAL 653 1&3 54 11 1 


SOURCE : Santa Cruz County Planning Department 


For the purpose of this analysis the Coastal Zone wes approximated as parcels within Assessor Books 


267 521, °28, 32, 33, 385 442,745, 64, Adp-AG ee o2, 995, 54,5. DIG eo, 57,0 O25 65, saunGn CU. Onin union 
differences exist between the Iccal coastal zone and the area coverd by these books. 


Housing units procuced fcr moderate income purchasers as restricted through the County's afcrdable hcusing 
program. 


5 Most of these demolitions were made to make way for new residential development. 


4 These are composed of the 126 unit Secticn & Elizabeth Caks development and 57 units on 3 different sites 
within the Housing Authcrity's Cabrillo Coast Homes conventional public 
housing developnient. 


L. | HOUSING NEED & SUPPLY 


AMBAG's "Regional Housing Needs Report", from which these numbers are derived, 
covers a ten year period from 1980 to 1990. Over this period @ total of 
10,388 new units are projected to be needed. This need would fulfill the 
housing demand for: 


ae Population increase 7,855 UnETS 


b. Existing population 1,191 units 
reformulated into 
smailer households 
(the average household 
size has been projected 
to drop from 2.63 
people/HH to 2.55 people/ 


HH) 
c. 5% vacancy rate on a &b 451 units 
d. Replacement of demolished 911 units 
housing (0.2% of existing 
stock) 


TOTAL 10,388 units 


The main difficulty with the AMBAG projection is that the average household 
size has not been decreasing but has consistently been increasing according to 
the state Department of Finance (DOF). In 1985 the average household size in 
the unincorporated County was 2.705 people/HH.* DOF projects that the average 
household size will decrease for the remainder of the decade, although by 1990 
the average household size is still projected to be approximately 2.67 
persons/HH. This trend for increasing household size has also occurred 
statewide from 1980 to 1985. 


The AMBAG projection of a need for 911 new residential units to replace 
demolished units is also high. The County's experience between 1980 and 1984 
shows that an average of 26 demolition permits are annually issued. As some 
demolitions may not be discovered by the County, it is reasonable to estimate 
an annual need for 30 replacement permits. 


RESIDENTIAL DEMOLITIONS IN 
UNINCORPORATED SANTA CRUZ COUNTY 


Permits Units 
1980 28 28 
1981 18 18 
1982 20 20 
1983 13 16 
1984 49 49 
x In intervening years, DOF estimated household size at 2.641 (1981), 2,650 


(1982), 2.660 (1983), and 2.686 (1984). 
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|\f the household size were to be kept at the 1980 level of 2.63 
persons/household and the decade's replacement need were estimated at 300 
units rather than 911, the total housing need can be calculated at 8,277 
housing units*. This level of need is consistent with actual trends in the 
County. 


Broken down according to the AMBAG projected unincorporated annual growth rate 
this need is broken down into a need for 5,487 units in the first five years 
of the decade. (See Table |X=-L=-1.) This number is composed of 4,368** new 
units needed to house an expected population increase, 664** new units to 
rehouse the existing population due to a projected decrease in household size 
(which did not occur), and 455 units to replace existing housing which is 
dilapidated or projected to be demolished. The 455 "replacement" units are not 
an addition to the housing stock, but constitute an improvement in the 
existing stock. Fon this reason 4550. units can be.deducted.tromy, the 
construction need of 5,487 units to yield 5,032 additional units needed in the 
five year period beginning in 1980. 


The 1980 Census counted 45,541 housing units in the unincorporated County as 
of April 1, 1980. The state Department of Finance (DOF) estimated 50,60° 
housing units on January 1, 1985. This data indicates that 5,068 new units 
were constructed in the unincorporated County within this five year period. 
The County has therefore not only met but exceeded its construction need 
forecast in the first half of the decade by 56 units. 


The AMBAG projected need, broken down by income group and the County's 
progress at meeting this need is also shown on Table IV-L-1. 


Table IV-L-2 shows the AMBAG need projections for the last half of the cecade. 
In 1985 the County has an AMBAG projected need of 1,029 new units. This is 
broken down into 814 units to house population increases, 124 units to rehouse 
the existing population due to a projected decrease in househcld size (which 
has not occured), and 91 replacement housing units. 


The approximte number of building permits available in the unincorporated 
County as of January 1, 1985 ts 1,538, significantly more than required to 
meet the projected AMBAG need forecast. These permits are broken down as 
fol lows: 
a. building permits carried over il 
from previous years 


be building permits allocated by ew) 
the Board of Supervisors for 
calender year 1985 


Ce approximate number of replace- 64 
ment permits available beyond 
growth limitations 


TOTAL 1,536 
* [f= the actual 1985 “household size estimated "by the DOF tor -fhe 
unincorporated County were to be used, the 1980-1990 housing need would 
drop to 6,915 housing units. 


** Includes a 5% vacancy factor. 
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TABLE IV=-L=-1 


HOUSING UNITS PROJECTED TO BE NEEDED 
AND ACTUALLY CONSTRUCTED: 1980-1985 


AMBAG Actual ly 
Projected Need Constructed Difference 
Housing Construction, 5,487 N/A N/A 
including replacement 
housing 
New Housing Units, 55052 5,068 36 
excluding replacement 
housing 
Housing Units By 
Income Group: 
Very Low Income 1,427 (26%) 331 (6%) <1,096> 
Low Income Veo lie 4s) 2163 (5%) <1,041> 
Moderate Income 987 (18%) 718 (13%) <269> 
Above Moderate 1756? C525) 4,198 (76%) 2,442 


Income 
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TABLE IV-L=1 
NOTES 


- The AMBAG projected 
need figure is taken from AMBAG's "Regional Housing Needs Report: 1980- 
1990", On page 88 of this document a total construction need of 10,388 
is stated for the decade. This figure was then calculated for the 1980- 
85 period utilizing AMBAG projected annual growth rates projected for the 
unincorporated County (page 76 of the AMBAG report and page 40 of the 
Housing Element). As AMBAG projects higher growth rates or the first 
half of the decade, almost 53% of the construction need is for this five 
year period. 


- The AMBAG projected 
need calls for a total of 5,487 units. Subtracting the 455 units needed 


to replace existing housing. The number of new housing units needed 
between 1980 and 1985 is 5,032. 


5,068 is the number of new housing units actually constructed during this 
period. It is calculated by taking the number of housing units existing 
on January 1, 1985 according to state Department of Finance estimates 
(50,609) and subtracting the number which existed in 1980 according to 
the U.S. Census Bureau (45,541). This method is as recommended by state 
HCD. 


- AMBAG has projected a "fairshare" need 
for unincorporated Santa Cruz County. This need breaks the population 
into four income groups: very low (below 51% of median income), low (51- 
80% of median), moderate (81-120% of median), and above moderate (above 
120% of median). By 1990 Santa Cruz County's fair share goal by income 
SycuP is: very low - 25%; low - 16%; moderate - 21%; above moderate - 
38%. 


In order to reach this fair share goal for the entire housing stock, new 
construction for very low, low, and moderate income must be higher then 
these total percentages. According to information provided by the state 
Department of Housing and Community Development, the following 
proportions have been used to distribute the AMBAG projecticns: 


Very Low - 26% 
Low - 24% 
Moderate - 18% 
Above Moderate - 32% 


The County keeps records on affordable housing constructed. According to 
these records it is estimated that 6% of the new units constructed 
between 1980 and 1985 are occupied by very low income, 5% by low income, 
13% by moderate income, and 76% by above moderate income. These 
percentages are applied on the 5,487 residential construction units 
needed plus the 36 additional units constructed. 
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TABLE IV-L-2 
HOUSING UNITS PROJECTED TO BE NEEDED, 
ALLOCATED AND ISSUED: 1980-1990 


Carry Over Total 
a POSSE OO OCD re = 21 9868) ee 1987 CGR tl On Oe N01 ot 
Annual AMBAG <36> 1,029 989 949 962 972 4,865 
Estimated Need 
Cumulative AMBAG <36> 993 1,982 2,931 3,893 4,865 4,865 
Estimated Need 
AMBAG Estimated 
Need/ 
a) very low income 1,096 268 259 247 250 255 ya row fa 
b) low income 1,041 247 251 228 231 25> 252i) 
c) moderate Income 269 185 178 171 173 175 1,051 
d) above moderate <2 ,442> 329 i 7! 303 308 311 <874> 

income 

Annual Building PW) 821 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Permits Allocated 
Cumulative Building Pe, Vj550 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 


Permits Available 


TABLE IV-L-2 
NOTES 


- This figure is taken from AMBAG!s "Regional 
Housing Needs Report". The total construction need of 10,288 for 1980- 
1990 is broken down into AMBAG's annual growth rate estimates which are 
shown on page 40 of the Housing Element. 


- AMBAG has projected a "fairshare" need 
for unincorporated Santa Cruz County. This need breaks the population 
into four income groups: very low (below 51% of median income), low (51- 
80% of median), moderate (81-120% of median), and above moderate (above 
120% of median). By 1990 Santa Cruz County's fair share goal by income 
geeuP is: very low = 25%; low -— 16%; moderate - 21%; above moderate - 

Pe 


In order to reach this fair share goal for the entire housing stock, new 
construction for very low, low, and moderate income must be higher than 
these total percentages. According to information provided by the state 
Department of Housing and Community Development, the following 
proportions have been used to distribute the AMBAG projections: 


Very Low - 26% 
Low - 24% 
Moderate = 18% 


1 
WN 
NO 
A 


Above Moderate 


- This row shows the annual new 
construction building permit allocation as approved by the Board of 
Supervisors. Building permits for replacement of existing housing are 
available above this allocation; there is no limitation on the number of 
"replacement permits" for housing units demolished or destroyed by fire, 
landslide, etc. provided that they are issued for the same owner on the 
same or a contingency parcel, and within one year of the demolition. The 
County's experience is that approximately 70% of the demolished housing 
units are replaced with a "replacement" permit. For this reason, 70% of 
91 estimated annual need for replacement units or 64 units is added to 
the 1985 allocation. 


The 1980-84 carry over is the number of building permits (717) allocated 


in previous years which were available to be issued as of January 1, 
1985. These permits are carried forward indefinitely or until issued. 
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The remaining four years of the decade have an AMBAG estimated housing need 
for 3,872 housing units. It is anticipated that the County will be able to 
meet this need through its growth management system. Although the County 
adopted an interim 1.5% growth rate for 1985, the County continues to be 
committed to a 2.0% long-term growth rate. Section 17.04.0350 of County Code 
states, "The Board of Supervisors finds that a reasonable countywide 
population growth rate for the years 1982 through 1990 inclusive is on the 
average two percent per year...". 


The lower interim growth rate for 1985 is lower than 2% for the following 
reasons: 

1. The County's infrastructure facilities, particularly its 
roads, drainage facilities, parks, and roadside facilities have 
been severely impacted by development and are inadequate to 
accommodate growth at the same levels as in prior years. 


oe The County is currently undertaking a comprehensive capital 
improvements plan which is scheduled for preparation during 
1985. 


Die The capital improvements plan will include a financing 
component to provide the infrastructure facilities required for 
substantial new development. 


4, The 1.5% growth rate established for 1985 is an interim rate 
pending the completion of the capital improvements plan. 
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V. SUMMARY OF HOUSING NEEDS 


This chapter of the Housing Element reviews the data presented in 
previous chapters and summarizes the major housing needs of County residents 
as contained in these chapters. The Housing Action Plan will use this chapter 
as a basis for action. 


A. HOUSING SUPPLY 


The County has a responsibility to encourage sufficient housing for all 
current and future Santa Cruz residents. This housing should be located near 
concentrations of employment, shopping, and schools. It should be located 
where it can best be served by the highway and street network, public transit, 
sewer and water servicer, police and fire protection, and general public 
services. It should be located to compliment and protect the natural 
environment. The housing units should meet the size and tenure requirements 
of County residents, and should allow for the optimal level of mobility. 


B. HOUSING AFFORDABILITY 


Housing prices and rents need to be at a level which County residents can 
afford. Particularly disadvantaged by today's housing costs are young 
families desiring to purchase homes and lower income renters who are faced 
with choosing between adequate housing and the other necessities of life. The 
County needs to encourage the development of moderately priced housing and the 
moderation of prices for existing housing in a manner which respects private 
property rights. 


C. EXISTING HOUSING CONDITIONS 


The supply of existing housing is one of the community's most valuable 
resources. The condition of this housing needs to be protected and improved 
ifseine County, ts to. remain a. .desirable. place to live. Although this 
improvement is the direct responsibility of County property owners the County 
needs to become an active participant in the housing conservation process. 


D. EQUAL HOUSING OPPORTUNITY 


A community's housing stock is of little value to a person who is 
excluded from its benefits. All County residents need to have equal access to 
housing regardless of their age, race, creed, marital status, ethnic 
background or other arbitrary factors. Those who are physically handicapped 
need to be provided with an adequate supply of housing which is free to 
barriers to their mobility. Landlords and tenants need to acknowledge and 
fulfill their responsibilities to each other in a way which meets the needs of 
both parties. 
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Yi HOUSING ACTION PLAN 


A. INTRODUCT 1ON 


This chapter of the Housing Element contains the County's plan for 
meeting the housing needs outlined in previous sections. It begins with a 
narrative summary of some of the concrete actions the County has taken in the 
past decade to further housing opportunities for all County residents. 1730S 
believed that this background will put planned actions in perspective. The 
chapter then elaborates on the County's housing goals: general statements of 
desired future conditions toward which effort will be directed. Although 
these goals are expressed in general, terms they are useful in establishing a 
unified direction for the community. 


Each of the four goals outlined are made more specific through the 
statement of more specific objectives. The strategy of implementing these 
objectives is outlined through the development of policies and programs. 
Policies are specific principles adopted by the County to meet housing need; 
programs are organized sets of actions or activities which the County wil | 
directly implement. Only by implementing these policies and programs will the 
housing needs of the community be met. While some programs are aimed at 
taking advantage of a particular funding source or other opportunity, others 
are addressed at eliminating a government or private market constraint to the 
achievement of the desired objective. 


The numbering sequence used is complex but consistent with the remainder 
of the County's general plan. The Housing goals, objectives, policies, and 
programs comprise section 9.0 of the General Plan. The goals are numbered 
9.1, 9.2, 9.5 and 9.4. Objectives are listed under the appropriate goal and 
consecutively numbered, such as 9.1.1, and 9.1.2. Policies are consecutively 
numbered following the appropriate policy, such as 9.1.1.1. Programs are 
sometimes grouped under a particular policy. If this is the case they are 
numbered consecutively after the relevant policy: for example, 9.1.2.102 is 
the second program aimed at implementing policy 9.1.2.1. If the program is 
aimed at directly implementing an objective it is numbered in the 900s: such 
as 9.2.2.901. 


In stating the County's housing plan, the Housing Element distinguishes 
the level of County commitment. "Shall" indicates an unequivocal commitment 
which is translated into standards, ordinances, and funding allocations; 
"should" signifies a flexible commitment which may not be honored due *o 
compelling countervailing considerations. Housing goals and objectives have 
often been articulated by all levels of government and others in our society. 
These goals and objectives have rarely, if ever, been fully achieved by the 
private market, or the public sector. This chapter of the Housing Element 
outlines a redefinition of, and a rededication to, these housing goals and 
objectives. 
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B. | CURRENT COUNTY HOUSING ACTIONS 


As stated in previous chapters of this element, the County's involvement 
with housing must cover a broad spectrum of needs. Following is a narrative 
Summary of some of the actions the County has taken for housing in the past 
decade. 


A strict but attainable goal for affordable housing was set within the 
voter adoption of Measure J, a 1978 growth control initiative. This 
initiative mandates that at least 15% of all new housing constructed in the 
County be affordable to average or below average income households. As the 
County issues approximately 1000 building permits a year, this means that at 
least 150 new units need to be constructed each year which are affordable to 
people with incomes below 120% of the median. County actions to meet this 15% 
goal can be broken down into two broad areas: regulation and active 
involvement. Using its regulatory powers, the County adopted an inclusionary 
housing program shortly after the adoption of Measure J. This inclusionary 
program requires that any developer who is building 5 or more units in the 
unincorporated County must provide at least 15% of these units at rents which 
are affordable to lower income households or ét sales prices which are 
affordable to moderate income households. Developers are encouraged to not 
only provide the required 15% but to provide 25% lower cost housing. The 
County uses the incentives of priority processing (which gets developers 
Through the planning process more quickly), incentive zoning (which allows a 
Da density), and a permit allocation system which emphasizes affordable 

ousing. 


In the 6 years since the County has had an inclusionary program, several 
other programs to encourage affordable housing have also been developed. An 
innovative small contractors program has been develcped which allows building 
contractors doing a small volume of work to gain access to building permits 
fer market rate housing if they agree to build an affordable home. 


Through the inclusionary, small contractor, and related programs, 288 
lower cost housing units have been built in the past 6 years. Approximately 
half of these have been available for rent to lower income households, many of 
whom are senior citizens, and the other half have been ownership housing 
priced to inable moderate income households into the housing market. These 
housing units have been purchased by bus drivers, school teachers, secretaries 
and bank tellers. The number of units created through this program has made 
Santa Cruz's inclusionary program one of the largest and most successful in 
the state and country. These units have been created through the County's 
regulatory powers, but their continued affordabililty has taken a much more 
active involvement. The County, through a contract through the Housing 
Authority, has been actively marketing and selling these units to moderate 
income families. The County has also provided below market rate financing, 
for these units through an agreement with a local lender and more recently 
through the issuance of tax exempt mortgage revenue bonds. A total of $4.8 
million has to date, been reserved for this program, and of this almost $3 
million has already been committed in the form of mortgages. 


Through its active involvement in the housing development process, the 


County has also worked extensively with developers to build federally assisted 
housing. In the past 6 years, 370 units of federally assisted housing have 
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been constructed in the unincorporated portion of Santa Cruz County for 
families and the elderly. County staff has worked with developers to locate 
appropriate sites for effordable housing. The County has leased land to the 
Housing Authority for farmworker housing. The County has provided Communi ty 
Development Block grant funds for the provision of off-site improvements for 
these developments. 


But it has also been the County's regulatory powers which have insured 
the construction of federally-assisted housing. Developers have the option of 
meeting their 15% requirement inclusionary requirement either by building 
lower cost housing within their own development or or assisting In the 
construction of affordable housing offsite. Many developers have taken This 
"transfer of credit" option, and through this have provided the necessary 
funds for the Housing Authority and private developers to construct federal ly 
assisted housing. Through this process, Santa Cruz has remained very 
competitive as a recepient for federally assisted housing and has received a 
proportionately larger share of these developments than most counties. 


Through the development of inclusionary housing and federally assisted 
housing, the County has come very close to meeting its Measure J requirement 
that 15% of all new dwelling units be affordable. To date the County has 
fulfilled over 75% of that requirement through the construction of over 650 
lower cost housing units. Although the need for effordable housing goes wel | 
beyond 650 units, the progress made has allowed many low and moderate income 
households to move into safe, sanitary, and quality housing which they would 
otherwise not have been able to afford or occupy. 


County housing activities have not been limited to the construction of 
lower priced housing. In November 1984 the County completed its second 
issuance of tax exempt mortgage revenue bonds for single family ownership 
housing. The two bonds issues include more than $35 million for mortgages to 
allow first time buyers to purchase housing. These bonds not only assist the 
purchasers but also assist the development community in finding a ready market 
for their product. The County Housing Authority has been active in issuing 
bonds for multi-family housing. To date, the housing authority has done 5 
bond issues to assist in the construction of 556 housing units in the 
unincorporated portion of Santa Cruz County as well as the cities within the 
County. 


The County has been very active in assisting in the rehabilitation of 
private homes. In 1976 the County began utilizing both community development 
block grant funds and revenue sharing monies to assist in housing 
rehabilitation. By providing technical services to the homeowners and 
landlords and by providing low interest loans the County has completed the 
rehabilitation of 147 units since 1976. Monies invested in this program not 
only assist the specific homeowners and renters assisted but are an investment 
in the community as a whole through neighborhood revitalization. 


Looking into the future, Santa Cruz County knows that it cannot by itself 
improve the housing conditions of our community. The County must work very 
closly with state and federal agencies to provide financial assistance, with 
banks and lending institutions to show a social conscience in lending 
decisions and with the private developers and property owners to become active 
participants in the construction of quality affordable housing. 
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As assistance for housing has been drying up at the federal level, and in 
a domino like fashion monies have become less available at the state and local 
level. Santa Cruz County has been active in encouraging additional funds-.to 
be appropriated at the federal level for the construction of new Section 8 
housing, Section 202 housing for elderly and handicapped, Farmers Home 
Administration Housing and housing rehabilitation. I+ is with the help of 
these funds that Santa Cruz County has been able to make great progress in 
improving housing for our residents. If these funds dry up, as they are, the 
aed will find it much more difficult to provide for our community housing 
needs. 


The County has been very successful in the past in working with private 
lenders for our housing programs. In 1981, the County Housing Authority 
signed a loan agreement with County Bank, a local lender responsive to 
community needs, to provide $1 million in low interest rate funds for the 
purchase of inclusionary housing. It is through this cooperation with the 
County Bank that many individuals were able to afford homes in the time where 
interest rates were in 16, 17, and 18% range. Currently the County works with | 
the Bank of America ina program which will provide leveraged loans for our 
housing rehabilitation program. This program allows for amore efficient 
utilization of the County's Community Development Block Grant funds and should 
stretch our dollars in the rehabilitation of more homes. Santa Cruz County 
encourages lenders to take a look at how their funds are invested in the 
community. Lenders need to look at financing the development of second 
dwelling units which are now beginning to be built throughout the state of 
California, including Santa Cruz County. Many elderly in Santa Cruz and 
throughout the state own homes that have $50,000 to $125,000 in equity locked 
up in them and yet they don't have the money to feed themselves properly, pay 
medical bills, or make needed home repairs. Lenders need to look at the 
possible use of reverse annuity mortgages for these seniors, so that they can 
gain some of the equity from these homes to provide living expenses. 


The County needs to work with developers to find ways that housing can be 
built more efficiently and at a lower cost without sacrificing the quality of 
the home and the environment in which it is situated. For @ number of years 
one County supervisor sponsored a bi-weekly housing group in which developers 
and County staff could exchange ideas in an informal setting. The County is 
interested in continuing this dialogue with developers on ways in which 
innovative design, new construction methods, and reduced amenities can bring 
in quality housing at a lower cost to its occupants. 


It is also encumbant upon the County to examine its planning and building 
regulations and the planning process to ensure that these do not present 
unfair requirements on the private developer. Along this line the County has 
completed a study on ways to streamline the permit process within Santa Cruz 
County. The County is now beginning to implement this streamlined process. 
The County Planning Department is also acquiring computer technology so that 
the County's records can be kept more efficiently and economically. These 
improvements should make the development process in Santa Cruz County easier 
to understand and easier to get through and as a result should assist in the 
lowering of housing costs. 


It is only through the cooperation of the public an private sector that 


housing opportunities will be created. Santa Cruz County hopes that in the 
next few years these housing opportunities will become housing realities. 
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9.2 


9.35 


9.4 


C. GOALS, OBJECTIVES, POLICIES & PROGRAMS 


GOALS 


HOUSING SUPPLY: TO INSURE A DECENT HOME AND A SUITABLE LIVING 
ENVIRONMENT FOR ALL COUNTY RESIDENTS. 


HOUSING AFFORDABILITY: TO PROTECT AND INCREASE THE SUPPLY OF HOUSING 
AFFORDABLE BY LOW AND MODERATE INCOME HOUSEHOLDS. 


EXISTING HOUSING CONDITIONS: TO MAINTIAN AND IMPROVE THE PHYSICAL 
CONDITION OF EXISTING HOUSING. 


EQUAL HOUSING OPPORTUNITY: TO INSURE THAT ALL COUNTY RESIDENTS HVE 
EQUAL ACCESS TO HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES. 
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2. HOUS ING SUPPLY 


OBJECTIVES 


To insure that sufficient housing is available for all current and 
future County residents in a manner that respects the physical 
limitations of the land and the capacity of public services and 
facilities. 


edt ad To concentrate residential develcpment in those areas most 
appropriate for development, including those areas where urban 
facilities are most adequate and which are closest to emplcyment. 
G51 5 To address the County's need for public services and facilities as 
an aid to creating new housing. 
9.61.4 To eliminate restrictions which act as constraints to needed housing 
development. 
Ste To maintain the desirable character of existing residential 
communi ties. 
POLICIES 
Fedele Annually set growth goals for the unincorporated County which allow 
sufficient residential building permits to meet the County's fair 
share of statewide growth. New residential development shall 
provide for adequate public services such as roads, parks, drainage, 
and roadside improvements at the time of project approval, or the 
County shall have specific capital improvement plans underway To 
provide the required public facilities. The established growth rate 
has been: 
1979 = 2.2% 
1980 - 2.4% 
1981 - 2.1% 
1982 - 2.0% 
1983 - 2.0% 
1984 - 2.0% 
1985 - 1.5% 
9.1.2.1 Encourage residential growth in areas contiguous with existing 
development in order to reduce the cost of public services. 
9.1.2.2 Designate the maximum feasible area within the Urban Service Line as 


Urban Medium and Urban High Density so as to encourage the maximum 
utilization of urban land. 
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9.1.2.5 


Consider Urban Medium and High Residential density areas for 
building at the high end of the density range designated in the 
General Plan. Maximum density shall be recommended when 4 parcel is 
near a bus line, shopping, public facilities, is free of 
environmental concerns and the proposed development is wel | 
designed. Proposed developments at a density below the general plan 
density range shall not be approved. 


PROGRAMS 


Oe lied, wl | 


9.1.2.101 


9.1.3.901 


9.1.3.902 


On 4.901 


Annually examine statewide population trends, regional housing 
need, and the capabilities for unincorportaed County growth and 
recommend a growth rate and an alloction of residential 
building permits for the next calendar year. The AMBAG 
projected need of 4890 new construction units over the next 5 
years will be taken into consideration in setting this growth 
rate. This allocation will be made by size of development, 
proportion affordable, and urban vs. rural. Responsibility: 
Planning Department, Planning Commission, Board of Supervisors. 
Ongoing. 


Annually allocate the majority of new residential building 
permits to those areas within the Urban Service Line. Ongoing. 


Plan, schedule, and budget for public improvements in the form 
of a capital improvements program to facilitate residential 
construction and orderly community development. 
Responsibility: Planning Department, Planning Commission, 
Board of Supervisors. Target Date: 1984-5. 


Prepare and utilize a standardized method for assessing the 
public costs, both immediate and long-term resulting from major 
residential developments. Develop appropriate cost-recovery 
measures so as to maintain the County's fiscal capacity to 
provide and maintain the necessary public improvements. A 
consideration of the relationship of jobs and housing will be 
included within this methodclogy. Responsibility: Planning 
Department, Planning Commission, Board of Supervisors. Target 
Date: 1985-6. 


Review development standards as they effect housing supply and 
cost. In reviewing existing development standards, the County 
should examine existing maximum lot coverage percentages, 
height limitations, and minimum lot sizes in an attempt to 
facilitate smaller lots and more modestly priced housing units. 
Additionally review the potential advantages of zoning land or 
a "floor area ratio" basis as compared to the existing "units 
per acre" basis, Where reductions or a lessening of 
requirements will not adversely affect the overal| quality of 
housing or increase adverse environmental impacts, revised 
development standards shall be adopted. Responsibility: 
Planning Department, Planning Commission, Board of Supervisors. 
Target Date: 1985-6, 
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9.1.4.902 


9.1.4.903 


9.1.5.901 


Review current processing policies and procedures to eliminate 
unnecessary delays and restrictions. Responsibility: 
Planning Department, Planning Commission, Board of Supervisors. 
Target Date: 1985-6. 


Annually review development fees to insure that they are 
consistent with the cost of providing planning services and the 
needed public improvements. Responsibility: Planning 
Commission, Board of Supervisors. Ongoing. 


Establish a formal procedure to ensure that all County actions 
and programs addressing housing and neighborhood concerns are 
coordinated, and that neighborhood concerns re acknowledged and 
considered. Responsibility: Planning Department, Planning 
Commission, Board of Supervisors. Target Date: 1986-7. 


36 HOUS ING AFFORDABILITY 


OBJECTIVES 

OieZis To encourage the maintenance of existing housing price levels. 

Sane To insure that an adequate number of modestly priced housing units 
are constructed, 

92265 To require that at least 15% of the housing constructed within Santa 
Cruz County shall be available for purchase or rental by persons 
with low or moderate income for a thirty year period. 

9.2.4 To disperse affordable housing throughout the unincorporated County. 

93259 To reduce residential energy use in order to decrease housing costs 
and conserve the resource. 

POLICIES 
9.201 oi Prohibit the conversion of existing projects into condominiums, 


townhouses, cooperatives, or community apartment projects unless 


the County housing vacancy rate is sufficiently high to ensure the 
availability of rental units. Regulate conversions to ensure that 
existing project tenants are adequately notified and provide the 
first opportunity to purchase the units. 
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9.2.1.2 


OR ES 


9.2.1.4 


2a eve) 


95261.6 


Ge2eLe! 


OS Lisled 


Lelie 


ORZ..5 ae 


9.2.5.5 


Encourage, and in some cases require, replacement of affordable 
housing units demolished, converted to non-residential uses, or 
converted to condominiums/cooperatives as provided for In County 
Code Sections 12.06.060 and 14.01.040. 


Cooperate to the maximum feasible extent with all public and private 
housing agencies in mutual efforts to provide affordable housing. 


Stabilize space rents within mobile home parks. 


Regulate the conversion of mobile home parks to other uses to 
protect the existing supply of mobile home housing. 


Encourage a better utilization of the existing housing stock. 


Encourage large developments to include a minimum percentage of 
smaller, minimum amenity, unfinished housing units, at reduced 
market prices, which can be expanded as the purchasers! needs and 
incomes change. 


Encourage the construction of mobile home parks, modular or 
prefabricated housing, and other innovative building techniques 
designed to lower the cost of housing but only if consistent with 
service capabilities and ability to minimize visual impacts. 


Require all developments of five or more units or land subdivisions 
of five or more lots to include at least 15% of the total number of 
units to be constructed which are affordable to low and moderate 
income households. 


Allow increases in residential density above the otherwise 
applicable General Plan designations for developments where either 
a) 25% of the units are affordable to low or moderate income 
households; or where b) 15% of the units are affordable to low or 
moderate income households of which at least 10% of the development 
is affordable to low income households as defined in Chapter 17.10 
of County Code. This increased density is allowed provided the 
project is sensitive to environmental constraints and resources and 
is consistent with anticipated future neighborhood character. 
(Table VI-B=-1 shows applicable densities.) 


Allow increases in residential density above the otherwise 
applicable General Plan designations for Senior Citizen housing 
developments which are 100% affordable as defined in Chapter 17.10 
of County Code provided the project is sensitive to environmental 
constraints and resources and is consistent with anticipated future 
neighborhood character. (Table VI-B-1 shows applicable densities.) 
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TABLE VI-C-1: INCENTIVE ZONING 


MAX | MUM 
AVAILABLE DENSITY 


25% or More 

Affordable; 
General Plan or 15% or More 100% Affordable 
Designation Standard Affordable Elderly 


(with 10% or more 
affordable to low 
income) or 50% or 
more reserved for 
qualified resi dents* 
as defined in 
Section 51.2 of the 


Civil Code Ownership Rental 
Urban Low Residential: 
SFD% R=1-20/R=1-6 Ret=5 R-1=4 R-1=4 
MFD: © RM=6 RM=5 RM=4 RM=4 
(DU/A): (262-755) (8.7) (10.9) (10.9) 
Urban Medium Residential: 
SFD: R-1-5/R-1-4 R=1=-3..5 N/A N/A 
MFD: RM=-5/RM=4 RM=3 RM=2.25 RM=2 
(DU/A): (8.7-10.9) (12.4-14.5) 1954 a" 2OZ lee) 
Urban High Residential: 
SFD: R=1=-3.5 N/A N/A N/A 
MFD: RM=3RM=2 .5 RM=2 RM=1.5 RM=1.25 
(DU/A): (14.5 - 17.4) (2168) (29.0) (34.8) 
SFD = Single-family residential development 
MFD = Multiple residential development 


DU/A = Dwelling units per acre 


All zoning acreage figures are net developable land. 


Application of Incentive Zoning is subject to conformance with the Housing 
Assistance Plan, the County policy for geographic distribution of affordable 
housing, and determination that increased density is consistent with the 
County Neighborhood Preservation Policies. (See General Plan Section 8.3) 
Elderly units must be specially designed for seniors in accordance with 
applicable HUD standards for elderly housing. 


* Persons 62 years of age or older, or persons 55 years of age or older ina 


senior citizen housing development consisting of at least 150 dwelling 
units 
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GEZ65 4 


Deed eo 


9.2.4.1 


9.2.4 a 


DeLierie! 


9.2.5.2 


Give priority processing to any project of which either: a) 25% of 
the units are affordable to low or moderate income households, or of 
which b) 15% of the units are affordable to low or moderate Income 
households of which at least 10% of the development is affordable to 
low income households as defined in Chapter 17.10 of County Code, or 
of which c) 50% of the units are reserved for qualified residents as 
defined in Section 51.2 of the Civil Code (refer to footnote ep 
Table VI=-C-1). Upon receipt of a completed application meeting this 
criterion the Department shall: 


° Assign the proposal to specific development review staf f 


o Process the proposal in advance of al! non=-priority 
processing proposals 


° Once development review is completed, schedule the 
proposal for the next available Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisor meeting. 


Provide technical assistance to public or private developers, both 
for-profit and non-profit, who sponsor assisted housing fer low or 
moderate income households. 


Cooperate with all local jurisdictions and the Association of 
Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG) in developing and implementing 
local and regional housing plans and programs so as to 
proportionately distribute low and moderate income housing 
throughout the region. 


Prohibit the transfer of affordable housing credits from affordable 
developments which are located in close proximity to existing lower 
cost developments or from affordable housing develcpments in the 
Live Oak Planning Area to market-rate developments outside of this 
planning area. 


Require all new residential construction to comply with Title 24 
Residential Energy Standards. 


Require maximum solar access orientation in setting new residential 
development, and protect access in existing development. 


PROGRAMS 


9.2.1.301 


Continue to work with the Housing Authority, non=profit housing 
developers, and for-profit developers on locating sites for 
affordable housing and developing policy changes necessary to 
facilitate the construction of affordable housing. 
Responsibility: Planning Department, Planning Commission 
Board of Supervisors. Ongoing. : 
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GRAZ 


9.2 61.401 


9.2.1 2901 


9.2.1 .601 


Oreo oul 


OnZ2 st e902 


Decal 62Ul 


9.2.2.901 


Continue to develop and maintain an inventory of vacant and 
underutilized parcels which are suitable for effordable 
housing. Responsibility: Planning Department. Ongoing. 


Continue to implement Chapter 13.13 of County Code which 
establishes the mobile home rent stabilization program. 
Outreach will be made to insure that mobile home park owners 
and residents fully understand the provisions of this law. 
Responsibility: District Attorney, Mobile Home Commission. 
Ongoing. 


Continue to enforce Chapter 13.30 of County Code which 

protects mobile home owners from the conversion of mobile home 
parks fo othermuses. wResponshbi lity: District Attorney, 
Mobile Home Commission, County Counsel. Ongoing. 


Assist organizations, such as Project SCOUT, which match 
underutilized housing unit owners with potential boarders. 
Responsibility: Planning Department. Target Date: 1985-6. 


Monitor funding sources, including the state Homeownership 
Assistance Program to determine if County residents could 
utilize them to purchase manufactured housing, condominiums, or 
cooperatives recently converted from rental apartments. If 
local residents could benefit the County will assist in program 
application. Responsibility: Planning Department. Target 
Date: 1984-5. 


Inform the Santa Cruz County Board of Realtors, and others, of 
the benefits of utilizing tax-exempt mortgage revenue financing 
for existing housing. Responsibility: Planning Department. 
Target Date: 1984-5. 


Review the vacant and underutilized land in the County to 
determine which sites would be most appropriate for the 
development of a mobile home park or manufactured housing 
subdivision. Develop appropriate regulatory procedures to 
assure that visual and use impacts are minimized. 
Responsibility: Planning Department. Target Date: 1985-6. 


Continue a tax-exempt mortgage revenue bond program to assist 
moderate and medium income households purchase owner occupied 
housing. The County will work with local developers to 
structure a bond issue which will best meet the needs of the 
development community and prospective purchasers. Methods of 
Reducing Uptront costs, Sandaof procurring construction 
financing wiil be sought. Responsibility: Planning 
Department, Housing Advisory Commission, Board of Supervisors. 
Target Date: 1984-5, 
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9.2.2.902 


9.2.2.905 


9.2.2.904 


9.2.5.501 


9.2 AS) 901 


O72 .5.90Z 


9.2.5.903 


Continue to review various housing financing plans #0 
determine if any are sufficiently beneficial to housing 
consumers to merit County support and action. Examples of 
financing techniques to be examined are cooperatives, shared 
appreciation mortgages (SAMS), and reverse annuity mortgages 
(RAMS). Responsibility: Planning Department. Ongoing. 


Implement State regulations on owner-built rural housing. 
Responsibility: Planning Department, Planning Commission, 
Board of Supervisors. Target Date: 1986-7. 


Continue to allow a permanent second dwelling unit to be 

constructed on the same site as an existing single family 
dwelling, as allowed for in County Code Sections 13.10.681 and 
13.10.685 provided that the unit is an affordable housing unit 
as defined in County Code Chapter 17.10. Responsibility: 
Planning Department, Board of Supervisors. Ongoing. 


Continue to identify suitable sites for affordable housing, 
establish liaison with federal and state housing agencies, 
monitor and availability of government assistance, evaulate the 
feasibility of proposals and assist in securing funding, 
including the use of Community Development Block Grant funds. 
Responsibility: Planning Department. Ongoing. 


Continue to identify, facilitate, and aggressively seek the 
use of the maximum amount of funds available for the 
development of affordable housing. Sources include the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development, California Housing 
Finance Agency, Farmers Home Administration, and the State 
Department of Housing and Community Development. 
Responsibility: Planning Department, Housing Advisory 
Commission. Ongoing. 


Fund, and continue to implement, as resources permit, the 
Housing Development Fund to provide a source of short term 
financing for predevelopment costs for assisted housing 
developments. Responsibility: Planning Department, Housing 
Advisory Commission, Board of Supervisors. Target Date: 1987- 
8. 


Implement the Land Acquisition Program as resources permit 
whereby sites suitable for assisted housing developments are 
purchased by the County and conveyed to private developers 
willing and able to construct housing affordable by low or 
moderate income households. County owned parcels suitable as 
sites for assisted housing should be considered for conveyance 
for the development of affordable housing. Responsibility: 
Planning Department, Housing Advisory Commisison, Board of 
Supervisors. Target Date: 1987-8. 


104 


9.2.3 .904 


9.2.5.905 


9.2.4.201 


9.2.5.901 


Continue to designate sites appropriate for developing 
assisted housing as "affordable housing priority sites" on the 
General Plan Land Use maps. The owner of these designated 
sites shall develop 100% afordable housing on these sites. If 
the owner submits a development application for a designated 
site, or’ a portton ofwitj< for other than.100%.-atfordable 
housing the County will have a12 month option to acquire the 
property. If the County decides to acquire the parcel, the 
County shall make payment for such acquisition within an 
additional 12 months and shall enter into a lease agreement 
with the landowner in the interim If the County decides not 
to acquire the property, the owner may proceed with development 
consistent with General Plan density and land use policies 
provided that a minimum of 35% of the units are affordable. 
(Exhibit VI-B-2 outlines the site review procedure for these 
sites.) Responsibility: Planning Department, Housing Advisory 
Commission, Planning Commission, Board of Supervisors. 
Ongoing. 


Continue, and allocate sufficient building permits to, the 
"Smal! Contractor Program" by which developments of four and 
fewer units contribute to the cost of providing affordable 
housing. Responsibility: Planning Department, Board of 
Supervisors. Ongoing. 


Develop and implement a policy which encourages the 
proportional distribution of low and moderate income housing in 
the County based on the existing supply of affordable housing, 
the development potential of the area, and the access To 
employment opportunities. The County will seek to direct 
developers to vacant developable sites outside of areas of 
existing lower cost housing for the develcpment of affordable 
housing. Responsibility: Planning Department, Planning 
Commission, Board of Supervisors. Target Date: 1988-9. 


Continue to implement the provisions of County Code Chapter 
2.22 which require the Installation of cost-effective 
weatherization techniques in connection with the sale or 
transfer of multi-family residential property. Responsibility: 
Planning Department. Ongoing. 


4. EXISTING HOUSING CONDITIONS 
OBJECTIVES 


9.3 al 


Encourage the private rehabilitation and conservation of housing so 
that within the next five years 25% of all housing units needing 
rehabilitation are rehabilitated (a total of 1150 units) and work is 
initiated to conserve 15% of the sound housing in the County (a 


of 6000 units). 


EXHIBIT VI-C=2 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING PRIORITY SITE REVIEW PROCEDURE 


When a development project is proposed on a designated housing site, the 
following procedure shall be fol lowed: 


1. When the project appliction is reviewed for completeness, (within 30 days 
of application), it shall be determined if the project is located ona 
designted housing site. 


immediately 


If a housing review is necessary, the project planner shal | 
refer the issue to Comprehensive Planning staff jn writing. 


Comprehensive Planning staff shall review the housing site and shal | 
either prepare a written report or work with Housing Development Fund 
Task Force to prepare a written report covering the issues of: 


a) site suitability for affordable housing 
b) General Plan consistency (65402 review) 
c) potential costs and funding availability 


The environmental review of the project shall be completed within 45 days 
of the referral to Comprehensive Phanning, and, shall Include 
consideration of their report on the affordable housing site. 


The housing site review shall be consecutively scheduled as appropriate 
for consideration by the Housing Advisory Commission, Planning 
Commission, and Board of Supervisors for recommendation and pol icy 
decision resulting in: 


a) County Acquisition of the site is not appropriate: In this case, 
the project application would proceed through normal processing or, 


b) A portion of the site is desired for housing: In this case, the 
staff would be directed to work out a project design to accommodate 
affordable housing on the portion of the property to be purchased by 

the County and the redesigned project would then proceed through 

normal processing or, 


c) All of the property is required for affordable housing: In this 
case, the County would arrange to purchase the property. 


If, as a result of the housing review, a project is allowed to proceed 
and thereby preempt affordable housing development on a designated site 
then a General Plan and Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan amendment 
must be processed prior to the project application to redesignate an 
affordable housing site in an alternative location on the General Plan 
and Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan. 


p—Project Review Housing Site ies | 


Project application 


‘ 


AFFORDABLE HOUSING 
PRIORITY SITE 
REVIEW PROCEDURE 

Check for housing issue 
(within 30 days) 
lL mo 
Housing issue identified Prepare report on 
No housing 2 site suitability. 


issue e GP consistency 
Written referral to. e@ alternative sites 
Comprehensive Plannina e cost/funding anal. 


Initiate environ. review (Como. Pin.) 
(complete within 45 days) 


1 month 


No interest in site and 


Review and recommenda- [- 

: A a Oo 

tiun oy Housing Advisorys 

(Alt. housing sites identified) Commission ae 


no housina stte preemotion 
Interest in}Jsite or 


GP redesignation require: . 
eo) 


Process application 
to EC and ZA/PC 
(Project & GPA if 
required) 


Refer to Planning to 
work out development & 
acquisition_plan with 
developer, and 

Counsel 


No interest in property 
Alt. housing sites identitied 


78 PCrar uy > review and 
policy direction 


Interested jn 


Interested in portion of 
whole property 


property pate 
Refer to PLNG. for fund 
ing plan; and EG for 


environmental review of 
site purchase 


No funds/obtain portion of property B/S review of fond na 


nent eu 


Potential funds 
for purchase 


Purchase of entire site not feasible/ 
obtain nortion cf nronerty 


B/S initiate EIR (if re 
quired) and direct real 
property division to 
negotiate lease and 
purchase 


Purchase Jfeasible 


Rirect Plannina to 
Obtain withdrawal or 
summary denial of 


B/S resolution authoriz 
ing lease and Ourchase 


or condemnation sb 
Lary 


application 


4-1] mo. 


RRENT PLANNING | COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING 


2K These items must be completed within one year of application pursuant to 2C¢ and 
General Plan requirements. 
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LEERY 5 To actively participate in the rehabilitation process with technical 
assistance and low interest loans. 
POLICIES 
9.5.1.1 Implement the State of California Housing Rehabilitation Gui del ines 
so that a property owner can repair a dwelling unit using methods 
and materials as originally used, such as a plier end post 
foundation, unless the Building Official determines that this would 
continue a condition which is dangerous to life or property. Any 
addition to a structure, however, must comply with present codes. 
9.3.1.2 Encourage the relocation of residential structures scheduled for 
demolition, as called for in Chapter 12.06 of County Code. 
PROGRAMS 

Jeet 901 Establish a policy concerning Housing Code enforcement which 
defines the respective responsibilities and functions of County 
Environmental Health Services and the Inspection Services 
Division of the Planning Department for the enforcement of the 
Uniform Housing Code. Responsibility: Board of Supervisors. 
Target Date: 1984-5. 

O76 12902 Utilize, for substandard rental units, the sanctions of Section 
17299 of the Revenue and Taxation Code which authorize the 
termination of state income tax deductions for interest, taxes, 
and depreciation for substandard residential rental property. 
Responsibility: Planning Department. Target Date: 1985-6. 

9 6d02e901 Continue to seek and utilize the maximum available amount of 
loan and grant funds from state and federal sources for the 
physical rehabilitation of substandard or deteriorated 
residential housing units owned and/or occupied by low and 
moderate income households. This includes, but is not limited 
to, applying for funds through the Community Development Block 
Grant Program. Responsibility: Planning Department, Housing 
Advisory Commission, Board of Supervisors. Ongoing. 

9.3.2.902 Continue a housing rehabilitation program in the Freedom/Buena 


Vista area until the need in that area is substantially met, 
and in 1985 implement a program in the Live Oak area. 
Additional target areas will be sought. Responsibility: 
Planning Department, Housing Advisory Commission. Ongoing. 
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9 es) AVE 903 


9 755 a2 904 


9.3.2 .905 


Apply for additional loan and grant funds for housing 
rehabilitation financing when these are available. Sources 
which will be evaluated include the HUD/State Community 
Development Block Grant (CDBG) Program, the HUD Section 312 
Rehabilitation Loan Program, the CHFA Home Ownership/Home 
Improvement Program and the FmHA Section 502/504 Home Repair 
Program. Responsibility: Planning Department, Housing 
Advisory Commission, Board of Supervisors. Ongoing. 


Continue to assist other organizations, including the Housing 
Authority and PROD, Inc., in developing and implementing 
housing rehabilitation assistance programs. Examples include 
The Section 8 housing rehabilitation programs and the 
Cal t#Oen tase 191 UwHousinghAdvisorvyarservice "program. 
Responsibility: Planning Department, Housing Advisory 
Commission. Ongoing. 


Continue to give priority to the rehabilitation of the most 
deteriorated housing units, particularly rental units within 
the County's housing rehabilitation loan program, including 
provisions to allow continued occupancy by low and moderate 
income persons, as provided for within the Housing and 
Neighborhood Development (HAND) Program Guidelines. 
Responsibility: Planning Department. Ongoing. 


De EQUAL HOUSING OPPORTUNITY 


OBJECTIVES 


9.4.1 


9.4.2 


To promote equal housing opportunity for all persons regardless of 
age, race, sex, marital status, ethnic background, employment, 
physical condition, family size or other arbitrary factors. 


To clarify and improve the relationship between tenants and 
landlords in order to ensure that both groups recognize, 
acknowledge, and fulfill their legal responsibilities concerning 
housing. 


To encourage the development of sufficient housing to meet the needs 
of the physically handicapped. 


POLICIES 


ORARS ri 


Encourage the provision of housing which is accessible te the 
physically handicapped. 


PROGRAMS 
Oa 901 


9.4.1 ~902 


9.4.1.903 


9.4.2.901 


Fund The Legal Aid Society, or other designated agency, for the 
active local enforcement of the Federal Civil Rights Act, the 
State of California Rumford Fair Housing Act, the Unruh Fair 
Employment Act, the Fair Housing and Equal Credit Opportunity 
Act, the Financial Disclosure Act of 1977, and the Communi ty 
Reinvestment Act. Responsibility: Board of Supervisors. 
Target Date: 1985-6. 


Establish a referral process for housing discrimination 
complaints to the District Attorney's Office from County 
Departments and County-funded organizations. Responsibility: 
District Attorney, Board of Supervisors. Target Date: 1985-6. 


Continue to prohibit discrimination against families with 
children in rental housing, as provided for in Chapter 8.40 of 
County Code. Responsibility: District Attorney, Board of 
Supervisors. Ongoing. 


Continue to provide adequate funding to continue and expand 
the housing counseling services of the Legal Aid Society and 
the Office of Consumer Affairs, or other designated agencies, 
to assist landlords and tenants in understanding the provisions 
of state landlord/tenant law. Qualified mediators will be 
provided when appropriate. Responsibility: District Attorney, 
Board of Supervisors. Ongoing. 


Vil. HOUSING ELEMENT REVIEW AND REVISION 


This Housing Element is designed to be the outine for County housing 
action through 1989. As housing conditions, needs and opportunities change 
there will be need to review the element on a regular basis and revise it when 
appropriate. This review will primarily take place as part of the annual 
general plan review which is made by the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors at the end of every calendar year. The Housing Advisory 
Commission will take a major role in reviewing the progress of achieving the 
Housing Element goals. This will occur at the Commission's regular monthly 
meetings and particularly at the time of the annual general plan review. 


A major revision to this element is scheduled for 1989. At that time 
County Planning staff will undertake a major review of population and housing 
trends and needs. From this review major revisions to the Housing Element 
will be developed, reviewed by the Housing Advisory Commission, Planning 
Commission, and proposed for approval to the Board of Supervisors. 


Vill. GLOSSARY 


The following abbreviations are used in the Housing Element: 


AMBAG: Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments 

CDBG: Comunity Development Block Grant 

CHFA: California Housing Finance Agency 

CEQA: California Environmental Quality Act 

CIP: Capital Improvements Program 

FHA: Federal Houisng Administration 

FmHA: _ Farmers Home Administration 

HAC: Housing Advisory Commission of the County of Santa Cruz 
HCD: Housing & Community Development Department of the State of 


California 


HUD: The U.S. Department of Housing & Urban Development 


As used in this Housing Element the following terms and phrases shall have the 
meaning indicated. 


AFFORDABILITY: The capacity of an individual to make initial monthly 
payments necessary to obtain housing. Affordability normally means 
paying 30% or less to a household's gross income for housing. 


ASSISTED HOUSING: Housing which is directly subsidized by the federal 
or state government. 


ASSOCIATION OF MONTEREY BAY AREA GOVERNMENTS (AMBAG): A voluntary 
association of cities and Santa Cruz and Monterey counties in 
California's Central Coast regicn. It is formed by a Joint Powers 
Agreement to serve as a forum for discussion of regional issues. The 
association has been designated as an Areawide Planning Organization 
(APO) by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. 


ARTICLE 34: A section of the California constitution requiring a 
referendum of the local electorate (with a simple majority approval) 
before a state or local agency can acquire, develop, or construct a low 
income rental housing project. 


BLIGHT: A condition of site, structure, or other espect of 


housing, or a neighborhood, that may cause nearby buildings 
or areas to decline in attractiveness or utility. 
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DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT (CDBG): A grant program administered 
by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development and the state 
Department of Housing and Community Development. This grant allots money 
to cities and counties for housing and community development. 
Jurisdictions set their own program priorities within specified criteria. 


CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA): A State law requiring state 
and local agencies to regulate activities with consideraticn for 
environmental protection. If a proposed activity may have an adverse 
environmental impact, an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) must be 
prepared. 


HOUSING FINANCE AGENCY (CHFA): A state agency established by 
the Housing and Home Finance Act of 1975, which is authorized to sell 
revenue bonds to generate funds for the development, rehabilitation, and 
conservation of low and moderate income housing. 


CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM: A program composed of a one year budget 
andy triveyear program fof mcap ital Ypro jects.smaAy-<capl tal project mis 
generally a physical or public work of large size, fixed nature, long 
life (10 years or more), and costing in excess of $3,000. Examples are 
streets, fire stations, and sewer lines. 


COASTAL ZONE: An area generally a thousand yards wide extending inland 
from the Pacific Ocean. Under the 1976 California Coatal Act, counties 
in the coastal zone must prepare and adopt Local Coastal Plans and 

zoning ordinances. 


DISINVESTMENT: Reduced maintenance or construction in a building or area 
due to a perception of reduced profit from a normal maintenance or 
construction. 


ELDERLY: Persons 62 years of age or clder. 


FAIR SHARE ALLOCATION FORMULA: A system of allocating subsidized housing 
units by AMBAG to various areas of the region. Units are allocated on 
the basis of local responsibility calculated with a formula using factors 
of local need, local capability, and current concentrations. 


FARMERS HOME ADMINISTRATION (FmHA): A federal agency within the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture which provides loans and grants for rural 
improvement projects and rural low income housing. 


FEDERAL HOUSING ADMINISTRATION (FHA): A federal agency within the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development which provides mortgage 
insurance and guarantees for moderate income housing. 
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GOAL: A general statement of desired future conditions toward which 
effort will be directed. 


HANDICAPPED: Persons determined to have a physical impairment or mental 
disorder expected to be of long or indefinite duration. The impairment 
or disorder is of such a nature that a person's ability to live 
independently could be improved by more suitable housing conditions. 


HOUSEHOLD: AI! persons occupying a single dwelling unit. 


HOUSING ADVISORY COMMISSION OF THE COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ (HAC): A County 
Commission composed of ten members appointed by the Board of Supervisors 
to advise the Board and Planning Commission on housing pclicy and 
programs. 


(HCD): The state agency principally charged with assessing, planning for 
and helping comunities meet the housing needs of their residents. 


HOUSING ASSISTANCE: A subsidy or payment by a government agency to 
families who otherwise would be unable to afford decent housing. 


A public corporation established to carry out the 
objectives of the Housing Authorities Law of Californie. 


A housing authority is authorized to provide decent, safe and sanitary 
housing for low income families by using public funds to lease new or 
existing privately owned housing, or acquire land and build new publicly 
owned housing. 


In addition, a housing authority is empowered to provide necessary 
Tenant services, assist private housing organizations, perform other 
housing-related and determine income and other standards for admitting or 
evicting families. 


The Santa Cruz County Housing Authority operates throughout the County of 
Santa Cruz, and the cities of Capitola, Santa Cruz, Scotts Valley, and 
Watsonville. 


ELEMENT: One of nine state mandated planning documents which 
make up the General Plan. 


HOUSING UNIT: The place of permanent or customary abode of a person. It 
includes a single family dwelling, a multi-family dwelling, a 
condominium, a modular home, a mobile home, a cooperative housing unit, 
or any other residential unit considered real property under State law. 
It is also a dwelling that cannot be moved without substantial damage or 
unreasonable cost. 


HOUS ING MARKET AREA: An area having economic and social interdependence 
in the provision of employment, services and housing. AMBAG has defined 
13 market areas in @ region. 


HOUS ING NEEDS: The expectations of an individual or family, or society 
in general, to live in decent, safe and sanitary housing. After meeting 
a minimum standard, housing needs become housing desires. 


HOUSING SPECULATION: The buying or selling of housing primarily to reap 


profits from inflation rather than to use a residence for the long term. 


SUITABILITY: A characteristic of housing type, tenure, 
condition, and price which roughly matches an individual or family with a 
proper dwelling, for example, a small apartment may be unsuitable housing 
for a family with six children. 


LAND BANKING: A program where a local government buys land for later 
development. Public acquisition prevents alternative use and maintains 

the land cost at non=speculative levels. It can be used for the future 
development of low and moderate income housing. 


LARGE EAMILY: A family of 5 or more persons. 


LOW INCOME HOUSEHOLD: A household whose income adjusted for household 
size, is between 50% andd 80% of the median household income of Santa 
Cruz County. 


MAY: Permissive, leaving full discretion to the acting agent. 


MARKET RATE HOUSEHOLD: A household which has the financial capacity to 
meet its housing needs and have a household income which, with 
adjustments for household size, exceed 120% of the median househcld 
income for Santa Cruz County. 


INCOME HOUSEHOLD: A household whose income, with adjustments 
for household size, is between 80% and 120% of the median household 
income of Santa Cruz County. 


MUST: Mandatory, leaving no discretion. 


OBJECTIVE: A specific statement of desired future conditions toward 
which effort is expended. 


POLICY: A written or unwritten commitment to a goal or objective in the 
General Plan. 


PROGRAM: An action or ectivity carried out in response to adopted pol icy 
to achieve a specific objective. 


PUBLIC HOUSING: Housing units owned by a public agency, such as the 
County Housing Authority, which are rented to low and moderate BCCI’ 
persons. These units are usually federally funded and rented at 30% or 
less of the tenants adjusted gross income. 


SECOND HOME: A dwelling purchased primarily for recreational or 
speculative purposes. 


SECTION 8 RENTAL ASSISTANCE (HUD): A rent subsidy program which is the 
main source of federal housing assistence for low-income persons. The 
program operates by providing "housing assistance payments" to owners, 
developers, and public housing agencies to make up the difference between 
thes"Raln Merket ‘Rent'of «a .uqit)(set,.by HUD).and the, Tenant's 
contribution toward the rent which is calculated at 30% of their adjusted 
gross income. 


Section 8 has four major programs - New Construction, Substantiel 
Rehabilitation, Moderate Rehabilitation and Existing Housing. The New 
Construction, Substantial Rehabilitation, and Moderate Rehabilitation 
programs guarantee Section 8 payments to the owner of a newly constructed 
(or rehabilitated) project whenever tenants residing in the project are 
eligible to receive Section 8 assistance. The Existing Housing program, 
in contrast, gives a subsidy to the owner of an existing housing unit 
whenever an eligible family rents that unit. That is, in the first three 
programs the subsidy is tied to the project, while under the Existing 
Housing program, the subsidy follows the family which, by its choice of 
housing, determined where the payments shall be made. Existing Housing 
assistance is administered through a Housing Authority, while the New 
Construction, Substantial Rehabilitation and Moderate Rehabilitation 
programs can be utilized by private developers as well. 


SECTION 202 (HUD): A program which provides direct federal loans at 
below-market interst rates to nonprofit sponsors for the construction or 
substantial rehabilitation of rental housing for the elderly and 
handicapped. 


SECTION 235 (HUD): A program which provides interest reduction payments 
in order to lower the housing costs of lower income families attempting 
homeownership or membership in a cooperative association operating a 
housing project. 
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SECTION 312 (HUD): A program which provides direct 3% HUD loans to 
eligible homeowners residing in local government neighborhood 


preservation areas. Loans are for rehabilitation meeting the objectives 
of local plans and code compliance. 


SENIOR CITIZEN: A person 62 years of age or older. 
SHALL: A mandatory provision which must be followed. 
SHOULD: Can and ought to, but not necessarily will. 


SMALL FAMILY: A family of 4 or less persons. 


U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT (HUD): The branch of 
the Federal Goverment which administers housing and development programs 
such as Section 8 and CDBG. Santa Cruz County is within the HUD's San 
Francisco Office jurisdiction. 


VERY LOW INCOME HOUSEHOLD: A household whose income with adjustments for 


household size, is less than 50% of the median household income of Santa 
Cruz County. 
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APPENDIX A 
VACANT LAND SURVEY 


This is an inventory of parcels in the unincorporated portion of Santa 
Cruz County which are potential sites for affordable housing development. All| 
of these parcels are either vacant or underutilized, within the Urban Services 
Line and 2 acres or larger (with the exception of a few parcels less than 2 
ecres which are directly adjacent to another larce parcel on the list). The 
initial list of sites was developed using a computer printout of vacant 
parcels meeting these criteria. Additional sites were identified through 
field inspection out by Planning Department staff. In addition to size, other 
criteria such as general location (compatibility with surrounding developments 
as well as access to public transportation, schools and shopping), development 
constraints and General Plan designation were factors considered. 


It should be noted that projects may already be pending on some of these 
parcels. Proposed project design and density will be reviewed fer consistency 
with envircnmental constraints, resources, consistency with anticipated future 
neighborhood character, the availability of public services, and the 
cumulative impacts of development. The identification of a4 parcel cn this 
survey dces not guarantee project approval. Development proposals should take 
into account any new constraints which may have developed since this directory 
was prepared 


The following is a key to the General Plan Designations referred to in 
this directory. 


AG - Agriculture 

RUR = Rural Residential = 2-1/2-20 acres/dwelling unit 

SUB - Suburban Residential = 1-5 acres/dwelling unit 

UR =- Urban Reserve = 5,000-20,000 square feet/dwelling unit if services 
are extended 

UL - Urban Low Density Residential = 4,000-20,000 sq ft/dwelling unit 

UM - Urban Medium Density Residential = 2,000-5,000 sq ft/dwelling unit 

UH = Urban High Density Residential = 1,250-3,500 sq ft/dwelling unit 


The following designations would require a General Plan emendment to a 
residential land use designation to allow housing development. 


- Community Commercial 
- Service Commercial 
- Urban Open Space 


NOTES: North is toward the top of the pace unless otherwise noted. 
An asterisk (*) indicates those sites that do not have unit capacity 
designation and may require a General Plan Amencment prior to 
receiving a designation. 
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The following chart summarizes the number of ecres and unit holding capaci ty 
of the identified parcels: 


SURVEY SUMMARY 
General Plan Designation 
N 

Urban High 30.00 ac 435 - 1044 units 
(14.5 = 34.8 units) 
Urban Medium 115.45 1004 - 2517 
(8.7 - 21.8 units) 
Urban Low 49.50 109 - 540 
(2.2 - 10.9 units) 
Urban Reserve HWOSeZo 238 - 1180 
(2.2 - 10.9 units) 
Suburban B) G25 1-5 
(1 = 5 ac/du) 
Rural Residential 2.00 1-1 
(2-1/2 = 20 ac/du) 
Non=-Resi dential 57250 QO - 30* 

Survey Total 342.95 ac 1788 = 5317 units 


* one parcel (#31) is designated "Neighborhood & Tourist Commercial, with 
the additional potential for 30 affordable units. 
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GENERAL PLAN APPROX. 


APPROX. 
LOCATION APN DESIGNATION # ACRES UNIT CAPACITY 
Live Oak 29-091 =<5 Urban High 6 100 


Parcel is level and readily develcpable, 
represents a major development potential. 
possible noise impacts from Soquel Drive. 


location is suitable for housing anc 
Excellent access to Public Transit; 


Live Oak 25-013-34 Urban Low 3-1/2 6-30 
Suburban 4-1/2 * 


The front 1/2 of this parcel is level, the back portion is too steep for 
development. The parcel to the East is a P.G.&8 E. station. Access is from 


Paul Sweet Road. Public Transit Access is good. School and shopping access 
is fair. 
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GENERAL PLAN APPROX. APPROX. 


LOCATION APN DESIGNATION # ACRES UNIT CAPACITY 
Live Oak 26-021-16 Community Commercial 3 r 


The Old Flea market is at the front of this lot. The back porticn is level 
and best for development. Access is from Soquel Avenue. Public Transit 
Access is good. School and shopping access is fair. 


Live Oak 26-031-15 Service Commercial 2-1/2 * 
26-031-16 Service Commercial 2-1/4 * 


Back portion is developable. Public Transit Access is good. This parcel is 
adjacent to Green Acre School and has fair access to shopping. 
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GENERAL PLAN APPROX. APPROX. 


LOCATION APN DES IGNAT ION # ACRES UNIT CAPACITY 
Live Qak 26-041-39 Urban Medium 2-1/2 Var bn NS) 


Access to this level and developable parcel is from 17th Avenue. Public 
Transit Access is good, school and shopping access is fair. There may bea 
water drainage problem due to the low elevation of this parcel. 


Live Oak 26-121-73 Urban Low Zz 4-]7 


Access to this level parcel is from Rodriguez. There is a drainage way along 
the east border of the parcel. Public Transit Access is good, school and 


shopping access is fair. 
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GENERAL PLAN APPROX. APPROX. 


LOCATION APN DESIGNATION # ACRES UNIT CAPACITY 

EE ee ee ee 

Live Oak 29-05-05, Urban Medium 9.2 60-134 
Is; ov 


One of these parcels (29-05-05) is partially developed wtih a residential care 
home and a single family residence. The parcels have direct access from 
Mattison Lane and parcel 29-05-05 has access from the end of Muriel Drive. 
Public Transit Access is good, school and shopping access is fair. 


Live Oak 27-051=25 Urban High 1-3/4 25-38 
27-051=29 Urban High 1-1/4 47-71 


Access to these level parcels is from 7th Avenue. Both parcels are bordered 
to the north by railroad tracks which may present a noise impact problem 
Public Transit Access is good, shopping access is fair. , 
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LOCATION APN 


Live Oak 29-54-06 


GENERAL PLAN APPROX. APPROX. 


DESIGNATION # ACRES UNIT CAPACITY 
Urban Medium 3 26-44 
Urban Open Space 1 = 


This level parcel backs up to a riparian corridor and is adjacent To a 
commercially designated parcel. Public Transit Access, shopping and school 


access is fair. 


Live Oak 29-07 1=23 


Urban Low z 4-17 


: 
TT 

ae aires 
i | 


Access from Chanticleer Avenue level. Public Transit Access is good, school 


and shopping access is fair. 
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GENERAL PLAN APPROX. APPROX. 
# ACRES UNIT CAPACITY 


LOCATION APN DESIGNATION 
jie Live Oak 29=111-04 Urban High 7 29-44 
29~111=47 Urban High 6 87-131 


This is currently an operational nursery (Begonia Gardens). Very level with 
good access from Capitola Road. Good Public Transit and school access and 
fair shopping access. 


wae Live Oak 29-141-15 Urban Medium Z 17-29 
29-141-17 Urban Medium 1-3/4 15=25 


These are both level, underutilized parcels. There is one house eat the front 
of each ana there is access from both Capitola Road and Begonia Place, Good 
Public Transit and school access and fair shopping access. 
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GENERAL PLAN APPROX. APPROX. 


LOCATION APN DESIGNATION # ACRES UNIT CAPACITY 
iS. Live Oak 29-201-04 Urban Medium 2 3/4 24-40 
Urban Open Space 1/4 % 


There is one existing residence on this wooded parcel and direct access from 
the end of Ivy Lane. Due to the natural characteristics of the site 
(vegitation and slope careful consideration of project design must be given. 


14. Live Oak 31-091-02 Urban Medium 2-1/4 20-33 


This is a fairly level parcel wtih the western third sloping into a riparian 
corridor. Public Transit and school access is good, shopping access is fair. 
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GENERAL PLAN APPROX. APPROX. 
LOCATION APN DESIGNATION # ACRES UNIT CAPACITY 


Lok Soquel 30-011-24 Urban Medium 35 305-508 
17 48-192 


1D \ 


=a, 


LI 


Revocation of specific plan amending the 1980 general plen for this parcel is 
in process thus development potential is unclear. 


1L6¢ Soquel 30-011-26 Urban Medium 7 61-102 


Due to the location of this parcel, special consideration should be given to 
design. The front portion has a slight grade and the rest is level. This 
parcel has an existing historical structure which is protected by current 
policy. 
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GENERAL PLAN APPROX. APPROX. 


LOCATION APN DESIGNATION # ACRES UNIT CAPACITY 
ie Soquel 30-041-13 Urban Medium 5-1/2 48-80 


Access to this level parcel is from Sevilla Drive. A low density senior 
housing site would be compatable with surrounding neighborhood. 


18. Soquel 37-061-04 Suburban/ 1 * 
Urban Reserve 


About one half of this large parcel is outside of the Urban Service Line. 
Access to this level parcel is from Cunnison Lane, There are existing houses 
on the loft. 


Mie 


GENERAL PLAN APPROX. APPROX. 


LOCATION APN DES IGNATION # ACRES UNIT CAPACITY 
we Ee a eg oe 
19. Soquel 37-101-11 Urban Medium 3 26-44 
37-101-12 Urban Medium 4 35-58 


Both parcels are level and developable, Public Transit, school and shopping 
access are good. Access is from Soquel Drive and Cunnison Lane. 


20. Soquel 37-191-01 Urban Low 172 3-13 
Urban Open Space 1/4 * 

37-191=13 Urban Low 3-1/2 8-30 
Urban Open Space 1-3/4 * 


Both level parcels with access from Soquel Drive. Public Transit Access is 
good, school and shopping access is fair. 


GENERAL PLAN APPROX. APPROX. 
LOCATION APN DESIGNATION # ACRES UNIT CAPACITY 


a. Soquel] 37=-211-45 Urban Medium 2/4 20-33 


The back portion of this parcel is fairly level with one existing residential 
structure at the front of the parcel. The slope at the front of the parcel 
may be a development constraint. 


aoe Aptos 39-191=31 Urban Medium 5 26-44 
Urban Open Space 3 * 


One half of this parcel is developable. It is mildly uneven and has access 
from Mar Vista. Highway noise may be an impact. Good public transportation 
and school access, fair shopping access. 
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APPROX. APPROX. 


GENERAL PLAN 
LOCATION APN DES IGNATION # ACRES UNIT CAPACITY 
23. Aptos 39=-201-13 Urban Medium 5 44-73 
39=211-14 Urban Medium 6-1/2 57-94 


Both parcels are level with existing greenhouses. Highway noise may be an 
Public Transit and school access are good, shopping access is fair. 


impact. 
on Aptos 40-231-20 Urban Medium 2-1/4 20-33 
40-231-51 Urban Medium 1 9-15 
40-231-05 Urban Medium 1-1/2 13-22 


All fairly level lots with access to Quail Run Road. PT, school and shopping 


access all good. 
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GENERAL PLAN APPROX. APPROX. 


LOCATION APN DESIGNATION # ACRES UNIT CAPACITY 
on. Aptos 40-261-02 Suburban/Urban Reserve 29-1/4 * 
Suburban Residential 3/4 * 
Rural Residential Z . 


This is a large, sloped, gently rolling parcel. It is sparsely wooded and has 
access from Trout Gulch Road. School and shoping access is fair. Public 
Transit access is poor. 


26 Aptos 41-011-05 Community Commercial ZaiZ * 
‘ 41-011-02 Community Commercial 4 * 


Potential for densities up to those of surrounding parcels on these 
community/commercial designated lots if the General Plan is amended. 
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GENERAL PLAN APPROX. APPROX. 
LOCATION APN DESIGNATION # ACRES UNIT CAPACITY 


* 


ly Aptos 41-201-04 Agriculture/ 62 
Urban Reserve 


Large development potential on this parcel if the General Plan can be amended. 


28) Aptos 44-011-44 Urban Low 11 24-96 
Urban Open Space 5 % 


This parcel is mostly level with a moderate slope at the west side. Access 
from Rio Del Mar and Robin Drive (alternate Fire Road). Good access to Public 
Transit, schools, and shopping. 
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GENERAL PLAN APPROX. APPROX. 


LOCATION APN DESIGNATION # ACRES UNIT CAPACITY 
29. Aptos 38-081=-32 Urban Medium Uf 61-102 


This parcel is level with good access to McGregor and to the freeway (Highway 
1). Good access to Public Transit, fair access to schools and shopping. 


30. Aptos 54-161-39(A) Urban Medium 2 Ive, 
54=-261-06(B) Urban Medium 3 26-44 
54-261-07(C) Urban Medium 4 35-58 


Fairly level parcels. Public Transit and school access is good. These sites 
are listed on the Local Coastal Program/Land Use Plan as affordable housing 
sites. 
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